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Abstract
ACCURACY OF THE TEACHERINSIGHT ONLINE PERCEIVER TOOL IN
DETERMINING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF HIGH RATED AND LOW RATED
MATH AND SCIENCE NEW HIRE TEACHERS FOLLOWING ONE YEAR AND
THREE YEARS OF SINGLE SCHOOL DISTRICT EMPLOYMENT
Nicole A. Regan

University of Nebraska-Omaha

Advisor: Dr. Karen L. Hayes
The purpose of this study is to explore the accuracy of the TeacherInsight online
perceiver tool (Gallup University, 2007) in determining the effectiveness of high rated
(n =14) and low rated (n =36) math and science new hire teachers summative appraisal
ratings, completed graduate coursework, and retention status following one year and
three years of single school district employment.
Using the TeacherInsight tool to recognize qualities of an effective teacher, the study
compared other factors that contribute to teacher effectiveness as it pertains to the teacher
retention rate, summative appraisal rating scores, and completed graduate coursework.
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The findings of this study show significance in the growth of teachers with a low
TeacherInsight rating after three years of employment. While there was no significant
difference for teachers with a high TeacherInsight rating in the performance domains of
Planning and Preparation, and Instruction, these teachers did indicate significant growth
in the Domain II, Classroom Environment, and Domain IV, Professional Responsibilities.
Only teachers with a low TeacherInsight rating made a statistical difference in their
participation of graduate coursework after three years with the district. Both groups of
teachers maintained a consistent rate of retention in math and science which was higher
than the research school district’s overall average. There was no statistical difference
between teachers with a high or a low TeacherInsight rating when compared to
performance ratings after the first and third year of teaching. The study results support
the advantages of professional development activities for teachers at the beginning years
of employment.
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Chapter One
Introduction
Recruiting and Retaining Effective Teachers
In urban districts, the cost of recruiting, hiring, and training teachers are
substantial. The National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (NCTAF)
estimates that the national cost of public school teacher turnover could be over $7.3
billion a year (National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality, 2009). In 1999, the
School District of Philadelphia hired 919 new teachers during that same year 12,000
students began ninth grade. Six years later, 58% of those students had graduated from
high school, but only 30% of those new teachers were still teaching in Philadelphia. This
means that the new teacher dropout rate (70%) over six years in Philadelphia was higher
than the student dropout rate (42%) (NCTAF, 2003).
Beginning teachers continue to exit the classroom in alarming numbers, despite
numerous recruitment and retention strategies. Drawing on the Schools and Staffing
Survey (SASS) from the National Center on Education Statistics (NCES), the National
Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (NCTAF) reported in 2003 that
approximately one-third of America’s new teachers leave the profession sometime during
their first three years of teaching; almost half leave during the first five years. Increased
teacher turnover rates result in a deficit number of quality teachers and quality
instruction. Nationally, districts experience extreme shortages in the areas of math and
science. The Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) data results indicate 54% of secondary
schools had math vacancies and 40% unfilled science positions (Ingersoll, 2003). As a
result, schools experience a loss of continuity and commitment in their teaching staff. To
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fill vacant positions, districts fund their efforts on recruitment strategies rather than
devoting resources and programs to support and develop teachers new to the profession
(Borman & Kimball, 2005).
As birth rates rise, immigration rates grow, and retirements loom (i.e., 37% of
teachers are over the age of 50), many school districts in the United States are struggling
to find and retain qualified applicants to teach in their classrooms (Johnson & Birkland,
2003). According to The National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future
(NCTAF) two million new teachers, over 700,000 in urban areas alone, must be hired
over the next decade to accommodate these demographic and policy changes.
Compounding this staffing issue is the fact that certain subject areas, such as math and
science, remain consistently hard to fill, and schools serving high-poverty populations
continue to experience high rates of teacher turnover (NCTAF, 2003). In New York
City, more than one-quarter of teachers hired resign their position during the second and
third year of teaching. By the fourth year, only 46% of teachers continued in the same
position they began their careers in the public school system (Boyd, Lankford, Loeb,
Rockoff, & Wyckoff, 2008).
The combined goals of recruiting and retaining effective teachers are often
difficult to realize due to fluctuating student enrollments and class-size targets, teachingload norms or requirements, and budgetary and resource constraints. While schools and
districts market and recruit bright new teachers to the field, they too, struggle to maintain
enticing career development standards that would retain the most effective teachers in the
district (Guirano, Santibanez, & Daley, 2006). With the high turnover in schools, student
achievement suffers. Teacher attrition has grown by 50% over the past fifteen years.
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The national teacher turnover rate has risen to 16.8%. In urban schools, it is over 20%
and, in some schools and districts, the teacher dropout rate is actually higher than the
student dropout rate. School districts fall into a chronic cycle of hiring and replacing
teachers whereas the funding to develop effective teachers is financially strained
(NCTAF, 2003). Human Resources is challenged by the startling facts of staffing highly
effective teachers in hard-to-staff positions.
As teacher shortages affect schools and districts nationally, the urban school
districts have a greater challenge to hire and retain qualified and effective teachers. The
shortage of qualified, effective teachers is critical in large urban districts where there are
a greater percentage of hired teachers who lack experience and proper certification
(Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, & Wheeler, 2007). Current increased pressures to hire and
retain teachers remain evident on a national and statewide level. Such factors include:
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) provisions, increased student enrollment, and challenging
work environments.
Although states are beginning to take action to recruit and retain skilled teachers,
few of those efforts are directed at finding teachers for the students who need them most
(Atwell, 2007). Considerable research supports that poor and minority students are more
likely to be taught by teachers less qualified as compared to teachers in more wealthy
schools and fewer minority students (Carroll, Reichardt, & Guarino, 2000, DarlingHammond & Youngs, 2002). Urban schools nationwide educate approximately 40% to
50% of the students who are not proficient in English, about 50% of minority students,
and 40% of the country’s low-income students (Council of Great City Schools, 2000).
The report continues to explain that compared to other districts, the urban districts are
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competing for quality teaching staff while serving students with lower academic
achievement scores, greater dropout rates, and a larger population of special needs
students to serve in the classroom. The challenge to recruit and retain quality teachers
has encouraged many districts, particularly urban districts, to develop strategic
recruitment efforts, hiring practices, and retention programs.
Through the provisions of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA),
teacher quality is paramount. As defined in this Act, the distribution of inexperienced or
out-of-field teachers should not be commonly represented in poor and minority schools
(U.S. Department of Education, 2010). This endeavor is a challenge for urban districts.
Teachers in high-poverty, high-minority schools are more likely to be less qualified and
have less teaching experience (Carroll et al., 2000). In 2008, Boyd, Lankford, Loeb,
Rockoff, & Wyckoff published data on New York City’s teacher attrition rates and their
effectiveness on student achievement (2008). The research data collected from 20002005, identifies that first-year teachers have a higher attrition rate and a lower impact on
student achievement as compared to experienced teachers who have a lower attrition rate
and a greater impact on student achievement in low performing schools. However, the
data also reflects that highly effective teachers in low performing schools demonstrate a
significant attrition rate by transferring to higher performing schools (Boyd et al., 2008).
Whether teachers are more effective or less effective, attrition rates continue to rise in
schools where the best teachers are needed most.
The Challenge of Teacher Effectiveness
There is little consensus about the confounding criteria that defines teacher
effectiveness (National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality (NCTQ), 2009).
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Great achievement in schools relies on the qualities of the teacher. Teachers have a
strong influence on students. To consider the power teachers have to influence student
achievement and success in school, it is important to identify traits that make a teacher
effective in the classroom (Stronge, 2007). An effective teacher can be defined in a
variety of ways depending on the situation. There is current debate over teacher
effectiveness as measured by student outcomes (National Comprehensive Center for
Teacher Quality, 2009). Results in data research reveal conflicting results between the
relationship of teacher characteristics and student achievement. It has been shown that
not all novice teachers are less capable than more experienced teachers.
Teacher quality is in the center of school reform as the key to improving public
education. As government initiatives allow districts to “Race to the Top” to improve
education in all areas, school leadership strives to develop and maintain the highest talent
of teachers. Teacher quality has a direct effect on the achievement of students and the
success of schools (Stronge, 2007). Student achievement suffers when the quality of the
teacher does not meet expectations (Editorial Projects in Education, 2009). Trapped in a
chronic cycle of teacher hiring and replacement, schools drain their districts financially
with limited spending available to allocate resources that could lead to improving
teaching quality (Editorial Projects in Education, 2009). Furthermore, an inordinate
amount of the school district’s capital – both human and financial – is consumed by the
constant process of hiring and replacing beginning teachers who leave before they have
mastered the ability to create a successful learning culture for their students (Editorial
Projects in Education, 2009).
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Large urban school districts are challenged with retaining new teachers in the
classroom. The urban schools not only look to recruit the best teachers for the new
school year, but also the effective teachers who can withstand the most challenging
classrooms that include children at risk of succeeding in school. In April, at the peak of
recruitment season, it is common to see that the best new teacher recruits do not fill the
vacant classrooms where students need those most. In reference to data collected in
1999-2000 by the National Center for Education Statistics (2001), schools with the
highest magnitude of students in poverty, included 47.1% of all new teachers who were
hired in the late summer or after the school year had begun. This percentage of new hire,
late-start teachers drops to 41.7% in schools with the lowest proportions of students in
poverty. The practice of late hiring limits the school districts’ pool of the strongest and
most qualified teacher candidates who demonstrate great potential to be successful in an
urban school setting.
Although teacher effectiveness is difficult to measure, it remains at the forefront
of national teacher reform. Key factors such as mentoring and professional development
have demonstrated positive gains in teacher retention and teacher quality. Standards of
professionalizing the career are being established to recognize effective teachers.
Nationally, states struggle to implement solutions in order to bring a deeper
understanding of teacher effectiveness due to the challenge of identifying teacher quality.
In 2002, the United States invested 192 billion in teacher pay and benefits. With this
investment, however, there remains limited understanding on a criterion for hiring and
retaining effective teachers (NCTAF, 2003). Through government mandated policies,

7

progress is being made as states collect and analyze data, develop targeted strategies, and
design resources to support the efforts of defining teacher effectiveness.
Recruitment and TeacherInsight
As a means of recruiting and retaining the strongest teacher applicants, the Omaha
Public Schools invested in the TeacherInsight System by Gallup University. As a
progressive recruitment strategy, the Human Resource department incorporated this webbased recruiting tool to identify candidates whose characteristics centered on common
themes of effective teaching. Early in the recruitment season, the model is intended to
screen teaching candidates who demonstrate strong potential to teach in an urban school
setting.
The TeacherInsight System, designed by the Gallup Organization in 2002, has
researched more than 30 years of strategic selection and development of teachers. The
tool allows school districts to quickly and effectively assess a large pool of applicants
during the recruitment and hiring processes of a school district. “Web-based applications
are becoming a necessity because they provide the easiest possible access to the human
resources office” (Gallup Organization, 2006). The TeacherInsight interview does not
replace the personal interviews, but efficiently assesses the best potential teachers. In
2007, Gallup research identified that over 65% of all applicants initial contact with a
school district is the district recruiter who influences teacher applicants to apply to the
school district (2007). The second most influential recruiting strategy remains to be the
school district’s internet site where 64% of teacher applicants are attracted to apply
(Gallup Organization, 2007). The personal connections to an applicant and web-based
systems form immediate information that is the pathway for strategic teacher recruitment.
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In 2007, Gallup reported nationally, that 35,810, nearly 13.5% math and science teachers
applied for a job in the districts that incorporated the TeacherInsight System (2007). The
Gallup organization identifies key recruiting seasons for math and science teachers.
Nationally, in 2007, the largest percent of math and science applicants, 35.61%, applied
in April (2007). Research data from the TeacherInsight System allows school districts to
strategically gauge recruitment efforts for critical shortage areas as well as study
applicant trend data to best suit the needs of the district.
The research derived from the TeacherInsight System includes inquiry and applicant
questions that allow a district to quantify effective teaching characteristics of an
applicant. The TeacherInsight tool provides research-based core themes that centers
around talent, skills, knowledge, and strengths for each teacher candidate. The webbased perceiver assessment includes over 50 multiple choice and likert questions
formulated from these themes from which the applicant completes within an average of
forty-five minutes. The results of the TeacherInsight tool give recruiting administrators a
snapshot into the engagement, values, and motivation of an applicant prior to a formal
interview. The Gallup organization encourages human resource departments to combine
research data and practical strategies to improve recruiting and hiring practices (Gallup
2007).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to explore the accuracy of the TeacherInsight online
perceiver tool (Gallup University, 2007) in determining the effectiveness of high rated
and low rated math and science new hire teachers summative appraisal ratings, completed
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graduate coursework, and retention status following one year and three years of single
school district employment.
The study will focus on math and science teacher new hires (N = 50) after 1 year
and 3 years of single district teacher employment as it compares to the teacher retention
rate, teacher summative appraisal rating scores, level of education at the time of hire, and
the Gallup TeacherInsight Perceiver score at the time of hire of math and science teacher
new hires (n = 14) who rated high, at the time of employment, and math and science
teacher new hires (n = 36) who rated low, at the time of employment.
Research Questions, Sub-Questions, and Data Analysis
The research questions were used to evaluate the effectiveness and retention
status of math and science teachers as measured through summative evaluation
performance ratings, level of education, the Gallup TeacherInsight score, and first and
third year teacher experience employed by a single district.
The following posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third
year research questions were used to analyze math and science teacher new hires with
high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after 3 years of
single district teacher employment measuring (a) results from the Framework for
Effective Teaching Planning and Preparation Domain I, Classroom Environment Domain
II, Instruction Domain III, Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and the Overall
Summative Appraisal rating scores, (b) completed graduate coursework, and (c) retention
status.
Overarching Posttest, Posttest-Posttest Summative Appraisal Rating Score
Research Question #1. Do math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
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ratings, at the time of employment, after 3 years of single district teacher employment
lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest
ending third year (a) Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b) Classroom Environment
Domain II, (c) Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and
(e) Overall Summative Appraisal rating scores?
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Completed Graduate Coursework Research
Question #2. Do math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight ratings, at
the time of employment, after 3 years of single district teacher employment maintain or
improve their posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (b)
level of education?
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Retention Status Research Question #3. Do
math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight ratings, at the time of
employment, after 3 years of single district teacher employment maintain their posttest
ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (c) retention status?
The following posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third
year research questions were used to analyze math and science teacher new hires with
low TeacherInsight ratings, at the time of employment, after 3 years of single district
teacher employment measuring (a) Summative Appraisal rating scores, (b) level of
education, and (c) retention status.
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Summative Appraisal Rating Score Research
Question #4. Do math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after 3 years of single district teacher
employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year compared to
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posttest-posttest ending third year (a) Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b) Classroom
Environment Domain II, (c) Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional Responsibilities
Domain IV, and (e) Overall Summative Appraisal Rating Scores?
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Completed Graduate Coursework Research
Question #5. Do math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after 3 years of single district teacher
employment maintain or improve their posttest ending first year compared to posttestposttest ending third year (b) level of education?
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Retention Status Research Question #6. Do
math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the
time of employment, after 3 years of single district teacher employment maintain their
posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (c) retention
status?
The following posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending first year
research questions were used to analyze math and science teacher new hires with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings compared to math and science teacher new hires
with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year
of single district teacher employment measuring (a) Summative Appraisal rating scores,
(b) completed graduate coursework, and (c) retention status.
Overarching Posttest Summative Appraisal Rating Score Research Question
#7. Do math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher employment
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compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher employment
have congruent or different posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending first
year (a) Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b) Classroom Environment Domain II, (c)
Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and (e) Overall
Summative Appraisal rating scores?
Overarching Posttest Completed Graduate Coursework Research Question
#8. Do math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher employment
compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher employment
have congruent or different posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending first
year (b) level of education?
Overarching Posttest Retention Status Research Question #9. Do math and
science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of
employment, after one year of single district teacher employment compared to math and
science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of
employment, after one year of single district teacher employment have congruent or
different posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending first year (c) retention
status?
The following posttest-posttest ending third year compared to posttest-posttest
ending third year research questions were used to analyze math and science teacher new
hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings compared to math and science

13

teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of
employment, after 3 years of single district teacher employment measuring (a)
Summative Appraisal rating scores, (b) completed graduate coursework, and (c) retention
status.
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Summative Appraisal Rating Score Research
Question #10. Do math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after 3 years of single district teacher
employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after 3 years of single district teacher
employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending third year compared to
posttest-posttest ending third year (a) Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b) Classroom
Environment Domain II, (c) Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional Responsibilities
Domain IV, and (e) Overall Summative Appraisal rating scores?
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Completed Graduate Coursework Research
Question #11. Do math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after 3 years of single district teacher
employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after 3 years of single district teacher
employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending third year compared to
posttest-posttest ending third year (b) level of education?
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Retention Status Research Question #12. Do
math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the
time of employment, after 3 years of single district teacher employment compared to

14

math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the
time of employment, after 3 years of single district teacher employment have congruent
or different posttest-posttest ending third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third
year (c) retention status.
Importance of the Study
The study of the factors that contribute to the selection of an effective teacher is
vital toward the success of students and education as a whole. Federal legislation through
No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2001) has emphasized national reform efforts to place
high quality teachers in the classroom. Through the work of Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin,
(1999), the difference of being taught by a highly effective teacher and a less capable
teacher can render the difference of a full grade level of achievement in a single school
year. As the effects are proven in a short term scale, the growing effects of teachers
toward student success are cumulative. Sanders and Rivers identified that after two
years, the performance of fifth grade students was still affected by the quality of their
third grade teacher (Sanders & Rivers, 1996). The ability to measure teacher
effectiveness will support the achievement of schools and students (Danielson, 2008).
The study seeks to identify contributing factors of an effective teacher at the time of hire
and the first few years of professional practice. This study supports the opportunity to
gain a deeper understanding to the factors that create and support the most valuable
resource in the classroom; the teacher.
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Assumptions of the Study
For the purpose of this study, it was assumed that a variety of factors contribute
to the development of teacher effectiveness. The Gallup TeacherInsight tool (2007) is
used during the research school district’s online teacher application process. It is the
expectation that a teacher with minimal teaching experience will improve in the practice
of pedagogy and instructional skills through district supported professional development.
Through years of teacher experience, it is the expectation that teachers improve in
professional practice to a proficient level of performance. Teacher evaluation is the
quality indicator to improve teacher performance (NDE, Rule 10, 2010).
The research school district’s summative appraisal rating scores are designed
using Charlotte Danielson’s research that was used to develop the District’s Framework
of Effective Teaching (1996). Because all appraisers are thoroughly trained to use
Charlotte Danielson’s adapted Framework of Effective Teacher Appraisal tool, it is
assumed that the rating scores are completed with consistency and inter-rater reliability.
Delimitations of the Study
The study was delimited to full-time math and science teachers hired by an urban
school district in 2005. Previous to hire, all participants included in the study have
completed the TeacherInsight Questionnaire, an online interview assessment tool,
designed by the Gallup Organization (2006). The questionnaire assesses an applicant’s
talent of teaching in the areas of an applicant’s motivation to teach and the relationship
skills with regard to teacher effectiveness.
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The summative appraisal rating score may differ due to the variance of appraiser
rating styles. As the teacher summative evaluation is connected specifically to defined
objectives and criteria, human perception or bias may influence the overall performance
rating of a teacher.
Limitations of the Study
This exploratory study was confined to math and science teachers who have one
to three years of teaching experience in the research school district. Due to a math and
science teacher shortage, the sample size is limited to teachers who are employed to fill a
critical shortage area in the education workforce. As a standard practice, the
TeacherInsight (Gallup University, 2007) score allows the hiring administrator to identify
the strongest candidate for a teaching position. The retention rate of each teacher may
also rely on the quality of the mentoring experience which may support the retention that
has not been controlled for in this study.
Definitions of Terms
Classroom management. Classroom management refers to everything a
teacher does to organize students, space, time, and materials so that instruction in content
and student learning can take place (Wong & Wong, 2001). Classroom management is
an important organizational skill of an effective teacher. One of the most common
concerns for new teachers is how to effectively manage a classroom of students in order
for learning to take place. Teachers who are good classroom managers are able to
maximize student engagement and academic achievement (Wong & Wong, 2001).
Graduate coursework. In this study, the graduate coursework is determined by
the college or university offering classes for graduate credit. The coursework pertains to
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education in the area of curriculum or administration. Educational coursework is a strong
predictor of teaching effectiveness more than grade point average or test scores (Ferguson
& Womack, 1993). Teachers who continue on the path as life-long learners and
continued professional development find more success in student achievement
(Wenglinsky, 2002)
Mentor. A mentor can be extremely useful to beginning teachers. A mentor
teacher acts as an instructional coach to refine teaching skills of a new teacher
(Danielson, 2008). Teachers new to the profession are assigned a mentor teacher who
has received formal mentor training to assist the new teacher during the first year of
teaching. It is necessary for mentors to be trained in their role to deliver such skills of
providing constructive feedback and reflective conversations with a new teacher
(Danielson, 2008). In this study, all teachers received a mentor upon hire in the research
school district.
New teacher induction. Schools that provided mentoring and induction
programs, particularly those related to collegial support, had lower rates of turnover
among beginning teachers (Guirano, Santibanez, & Daley, 2006). School districts create
programs that support our next generation of teachers’ entry into the teaching profession.
The programs are designed to support new teachers, and to have lasting impact on
classroom practices and student success in the classroom. New teacher induction
programs may include mentoring activities to support teachers during the first few years
in the teaching profession. The programs combine practical support, training of
assessment, and feedback on teacher performance (Danielson, 2008). Induction
programs are structured sessions that may begin before the first day of school for all
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newly hired teachers. The induction sessions of effective schools and districts train their
teachers how to become effective teachers (Wong & Wong, 2001).
New teacher orientation. Supporting new teachers through a comprehensive
induction program is an essential part of developing high-quality teachers (New Teacher
Center, 2009). A teacher orientation introduces new teachers to the current policies and
procedures of the district. Through an effective orientation program, new teachers will
be able to: articulate current educational initiatives, identify effective classroom
management strategies, design and integrate lessons using authentic assessment, and the
ability to identify professional resources to enhance the profession. Nearly 95% of
beginning teachers who have experienced support during their beginning years remain in
teaching after three years, and 80% of the supported teachers remain after five years
(Wilkinson, 1994).
No Child Left Behind (NCLB). No Child Left Behind is a law Congress put
into effect in 2001. The law outlines the measures of school accountability in the areas of
student achievement. In this study, NCLB includes teacher quality provisions which
outline the state and federal guidelines for teachers to be highly qualified to teach. The
No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), the most recent reauthorization of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, was designed to improve the academic
achievement of all students in U.S. public schools.
Peer coaching. Peer coaching and peer review are professional development
strategies designed for educators to consult with one another, to discuss and share
teaching practices, to observe one another's classrooms, to promote collegiality and
support, and to help ensure quality teaching for all students. Peer coaching among
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teachers are opportunities for them to engage in structured professional conversations to
improve teaching practice (Danielson, 2008).
Professional development. Professional Development (PD) delivers rigorous,
research-based, field-tested learning experiences, programs, and resources for teachers,
principals, administrators, and support personnel in order to increase student
achievement. These opportunities help staff succeed in their job, stay current on latest
research in their field, and prepare for advancement. Research suggests that professional
development can positively affect student achievement, teacher quality, and teacher
retention – all issues important to America’s urban school districts (Teitel, 2001). It
plays a vital role in achieving a school district's goals by ensuring comprehensive
development opportunities that tap teacher potential and enhance the knowledge and
skills needed for growth.
Recruitment. Teacher recruitment refers to the ability to persuade a teacher
candidate to apply for a teaching position who normally would not have considered
applying to a particular position or school district (Gallup University, 2007). Different
models of recruiting teachers include direct recruiting, referrals from other employees
and web-based recruitment. Teacher recruitment includes the screening and hiring
process of a teacher. In this study, the TeacherInsight assessment is included as part of
the web-based recruitment and application process for teacher candidates. A teacher
perceiver score is gained through this assessment. The teacher perceiver score is an
assessment of teacher talent. Results are based on the applicant's responses and include a
score that is predictive of an applicant's potential for teaching success (Gallup University,
2007). The teacher candidate is invited to complete the TeacherInsight assessment when
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an application has been submitted for a teaching position. All applicants who complete
the TeacherInsight assessment are forwarded to Human Resources.
Retention status. Almost a quarter of entering public-school teachers leave
teaching within their first three years (U.S. Department of Education, 2007). The
retention status refers to the rate of teachers who remain in a teaching position as a
career. In this study, the status pertains to the ability of a school district to retain teachers
in the profession for three years or greater.
Summative appraisal. The summative appraisal is the teacher evaluation form
that provides a summary of all teacher evaluations for the school year. The summative
appraisal includes four levels of performance: Unsatisfactory, basic, proficient, and
distinguished. The performance of teachers as reflected through the appraisal represents
teaching, not the teacher (Danielson, 2008). The outcomes of the appraisal can be used to
align goals in the areas of professional development for the teacher.
Teacher critical shortage area. A teacher critical shortage area is identified by
the U.S. Department of Education. For the 2009-2010 school year, math and science has
been identified as teacher shortage areas for secondary teaching positions in Nebraska.
Annually, the Nebraska Department of Education submits to the U.S. Department of
Education a percentage of the state’s proposed subject shortage areas that exceed the
automatic designated limit of five percent of the total of all of the FTE teaching positions
(USDE, 2010).
Teacher effectiveness. The most accepted criterion for measuring good teaching
is the amount of student learning that occurs (Cohen, 1981). Teacher effectiveness is a
major influence on students’ academic success. Districts and school leaders can improve
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teacher effectiveness and address inequitable teacher distribution by means of how they
recruit, hire, induct, develop, and evaluate teachers (U.S. Department of Education,
2010). In this study, teacher effectiveness is studied through factors using summative
appraisal ratings, TeacherInsight ratings by Gallup (2007), the teacher’s level of
education, and experience in the research district.
Teacher employment. Teacher employment refers to the process of hiring a
teacher for a teaching position. The process begins with a teacher candidate submitting
an application to the Human Resource Department. Human Resources will interview
teacher candidates who hold the proper endorsement, or are currently completing a
teacher education certification program. Candidates will be evaluated on information
obtained from the application, Gallup TeacherInsight score (Gallup Organization, 2006),
references, official transcripts, and personal interviews by the Human Resources
administrator (Omaha Public Schools, 2002). Teacher employment, as referred to by the
Human Resource Department, pertains to the contract date of hire for a teaching position
in the district. All new teachers adhere to contractual obligations as mandated through
District Policy. Subjects included in this study were employed on a full-time status.
Teacher experience. Teacher experience is a critical factor tied to teacher
quality. Research identifies that teacher attrition is greater among teachers with less than
five years of experience. In both small and large districts, research confirms that when a
teacher leaves, the cost of recruiting, hiring, and training a replacement teacher is
substantial. It is clear that thousands of dollars walk out the door each time a teacher
leaves. The cost per teacher leaving the profession ranged from $4,366 in rural Jemez
Valley to $17,872 in Chicago. The total cost of teacher turnover in the Chicago Public
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Schools is over $86 million per year (National Commission on Teaching and America’s
Future (NCTAF), 2003). In this study, teacher experience is studied as it pertains to
teacher success in the first three years of employment in the research district.
TeacherInsight System. The TeacherInsight System is based on more than 30
years of Gallup Research into selecting and developing teachers. The TeacherInsight
System is a recruiting and hiring tool that provides districts with a fast, effective way to
source and assess a large volume of applicants and includes a development program for
newly hired and current teaching staff members. According to Gallup University,
TeacherInsight assesses the talents that result in teacher excellence that are difficult or
nearly impossible to teach. The TeacherInsight assessment comes from qualitative and
quantitative data insight from outstanding teachers and follow-up quantitative predictive
validity studies. TeacherInsight complies with all Employee Equal Opportunity
guidelines (Gallup, 2007).
Teacher planning. Teacher planning refers to the time used for teachers to
develop lessons and quality instruction for students. Teacher planning is an important
criteria to deliver quality instruction, and in the development of an effective teacher.
According to Harry Wong (2001) in his book, How to Be An Effective Teacher, The First
Days of School, the three major characteristics of effective teachers include: (1) teachers
have high expectations that all of their students will succeed, (2) teachers are extremely
good classroom managers, and (3) they know how to design lessons to help students
reach mastery.
Teacher preparation. Teacher preparation refers to the educational coursework
that teachers completed in their education or certification program. Teacher preparation
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also includes the professional development involved to support new teachers with
effective strategies and tools to be successful in the classroom. It is common for these
activities to take place during teacher induction and orientation programs. Teacher
preparation programs must be highly purposeful and efficiently organized around clear
outcomes (Danielson, 2008).
Teacher quality. Teacher quality refers to the performance value and impact a
teacher has on student achievement. The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 refers to
teacher quality as “highly qualified teachers”. Highly qualified teachers meet specific
federal and state certification requirements that pertain to the field he or she may teach.
The school district drives teacher quality through state mandates of teacher certification.
The Nebraska Department of Education mandates statutes for which all school districts
need to comply with in order to meet Highly Qualified Objectives in the state of
Nebraska. The U.S. Department of Education has incorporated a Highly Qualified
Teacher Program specifically designed by each state. The purpose of this program is to
increase academic achievement through improving teacher quality. This program is
driven by the qualifications of teachers and the accountability of school achievement.
Urban school district. The Council of Great City Schools identifies an urban
school district as “large city schools” (2000). Usually urban districts are located in cities
with a population of 250,000 or greater, or a student enrollment of more than 35,000
students (Council of Great City Schools, 2000). There are varying factors that
characterize an urban school district which include the size of the district, the diversity of
the student population, and the high rate of poverty. The National Council of
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Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) defines it as a school district that includes
70% or greater of an urban population (2009).
Significance of Study
This study has the potential to contribute to research, practice, and policy. It is
of significant interest because of the need to recruit and retain high quality educators
specifically in critical shortage areas of math and science who are responsible for the
academic achievement of our urban students. Through analyzing the results of this study,
school districts can target key factors that influence the performance and development of
secondary math and science teachers. By understanding indicators of teacher
effectiveness, school districts can build upon the success of growing and retaining highly
effective teachers.
Contribution to research. Through the review of professional literature, teacher
effectiveness is a priority to the national and state education policies which govern the
development of teachers. States conform to the guidelines of teacher certification and
placement to ensure every child receives a quality education by means of placing highly
qualified teachers in the classroom. It is through state mandates that school districts draw
upon current research and best practices to attract and retain the most qualified and
effective teachers in the schools. The results of the study will contribute to the theory
and practice of teacher effectiveness with the intent to develop a meaningful
understanding of factors that contribute to teacher effectiveness and teacher retention.
Contribution to practice. The results of the study can assist those professionals
who are responsible for the recruitment, hire, and retention of high school math and
science teachers. Administrators and educators can gain insights that will help design
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programs that will support recruitment and retention efforts for high quality math and
science teachers.
Contribution to policy. The study will contribute to local and state policy
around efforts to recruit and retain highly qualified and effective teachers in critical
shortage areas specifically math and science teachers.
Organization of the Study
The literature review relevant to this study is presented in Chapter 2. This
chapter reviews professional literature on teacher effectiveness, professional
development, and recruitment strategies for math and science teachers. Chapter 3
describes the research design, methodology, and procedures used to gather and analyze
the data of the study. Chapter 4 will report the research results, and Chapter 5 will
provide conclusions and a discussion of the research findings.
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Chapter Two
Review of Literature
Teacher Recruitment and Teacher Retention
Teacher incentives and support influence teacher recruitment. Recruiting New
Teachers, Inc. (1999), has identified effective strategies for recruitment that include:
teacher induction programs, teacher assistance with state credentialing, loan forgiveness,
relocation stipends, and housing assistance. As luring as the recruitment incentives may
appear, schools continue to struggle with a teacher retention problem that is draining
resources, diminishing teaching quality, and undermining all efforts to close the student
achievement gap. As districts look at recruiting practices, retention strategies are just as
crucial in the selection and development of effective teachers to fill the classrooms.
Teacher retention contributes significantly to various factors of teacher effectiveness. A
strong teacher develops and transforms during years of experience while incorporating
valuable skills through the professional study and practice of teaching. Teacher retention
is the first step to developing teachers to be instructionally sound in the classroom. A
school that can sustain a consistent pattern of teacher experience is valuable in the school
culture and its organization (Fullan, 2005).
Districts work hard to attract and retain effective teachers. New policies emerge to
recognize teachers and strategies to identify good teaching through professional learning
communities, collaboration, and professional standards. The Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA), as “reauthorized” by NCLB in 2001, encourages states to identify
and address highly qualified teachers in hard-to-fill teaching positions. Title I, Part A,
Section 111(b)(8)(C) of ESEA requires that states “ensure that poor and minority children
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are not taught at higher rates than other children by inexperienced, unqualified, or out-offield teachers.” The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009
requires states to make progress on education reforms which includes the staffing of
effective teachers in every classroom (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). Such
strategies have targeted teacher performance pay, stipend for teaching critical shortage
areas of math and science, and teacher development programs.
Recruiting Teachers of Color
In a time of teacher shortage, it is an even more critical time for recruitment of
teachers of color. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) reports data in
2008 that 55% of public school students were White, 17% Black, 22% Hispanic, 5%
Asian/Pacific Islander, and 1% American Indian (2009). For teachers, NCES cites data
from 2008 that 83% of teachers were White, 9% Black, and 7% Hispanic. The number of
diverse teachers does not represent the number of diverse students. The need to expand
the number of teachers of color is at the forefront of initiatives for reducing the
achievement gap for minority students. Research demonstrates that teachers of color
have a direct impact on school achievement. Academic gains are positively affected
when diverse students are taught by a diverse teaching staff.
The strategy of recruiting teachers of color is as challenging as retaining them in
the education workforce. Janet Kearney (2008) examined empirical research data
regarding retention rates of African American teachers in an urban school district. The
studies included data that teachers most dissatisfied in the profession were in the age
range between 25 to 35 and 46 to 55. The most common reasons for dissatisfaction in the
profession included compensation and disciplinary challenges. However, 70% of the
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teachers in this study were satisfied and engaged with professional advancement
opportunities. Professional development and teacher support are crucial factors for
teacher retention.

Recruiting Math and Science Teachers
Math and science teachers leave the profession at a higher rate as compared to
other teachers (Arnold, Choy, & Bobbitt, 1993). Teacher shortages in math and science
are a concerning reality. In 1994, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
indicated that 43% of school vacancies were in mathematics and 32% in science related
fields. Math and science teacher shortages are magnified in large urban school districts.
In a recent survey of 57 large city school districts, 97.5% reported an immediate demand
for high school science teachers, while 95% indicated an immediate demand for
mathematics teachers (Council of Great City Schools, 2000). Teacher quality and teacher
effectiveness is greatly impacted by the limited number of math and science teachers
qualified to teach. From this crisis, specific programs have been developed to improve
the teacher shortage.
California’s schools have responded to the need to staff more fully qualified
mathematics and science teachers. The state has recognized a significant need for its
workforce to be prepared with science, mathematics, and technology skills which will be
able to retain California’s economic competitiveness (California State University, 2008).
California State University (CSU) is California’s largest producer of math and science
teachers. The university has made a commitment to double its annual production of math
and science teachers over a five year period. The commitment is to increase from 750
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teacher candidates in 2002-03 to approximately 1,500 teacher candidates produced by
2010. The goal of CSU’s initiative focuses specifically on developing highly qualified
math and science teachers.
As teacher effectiveness centers on school reform, school districts face obstacles
with regard to academic success in the areas of math and science. Based on a study in the
Chicago Public Schools, researchers sought to gain understanding on the impact of an
effective math teacher with regard to student achievement gains in math (Aaronson,
Barrow, & Sander, 2003). The study determined that placing an effective math teacher
within the classroom increased a student’s math score 30-40 percent above the school
average score. The study focused on determining specific characteristics of these
effective teachers. It was determined that teacher effectiveness included a teacher’s years
of experience, level of education, and gender. In this study, data was matched to the
importance of teacher quality and the math achievement gains through test scores in the
Chicago Public Schools (Aaronson et al., 2003). The study concludes that teachers are
the key to student success.
In 2000, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) examined
eighth grade student achievement scores to teacher quality. Results showed eighth grade
students whose teachers were certified with a math teaching endorsement had a higher
average score on the mathematics assessment than eighth grade students whose teachers
were not certified. Students whose teachers had a major or minor in their assigned
content area also had higher mathematics scores than students whose teachers had a
major or minor in content areas outside of their teaching assignment (Greenberg, Rhodes,
Ye, & Stancavage, 2004). Teacher certification in the endorsed subject field of their
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assignment is a factor among many indicators of an effective teacher. This research
supports NCLB provisions that all teachers have sufficient content knowledge and
teaching skills in their assigned area (NCLB, 2001).
The Math and Science Scholar Program (MASS)
The demand for math and science teachers is a contributing crisis in teacher
effectiveness. In Texas, the demand for science teachers has increased to 47%. In 2007
alone, approximately 4,000 math and science teachers left Texas classrooms, costing the
state an estimated $27 million to replace them (Scott, Milam, Stuessy, Blount, & Bentz,
2006). The College of Education and Human Development at Texas A&M University
(2003) sought to design a secondary teacher preparation program to promote college
students in the areas of math and science to enter the field of teacher education. The
Math and Science Scholars (MASS) program is aimed at increasing math and science
teacher candidates. In contrast to traditional teacher preparation programs, the state of
Texas allows candidates to receive certification through alternative means. The MASS
program at Texas A&M combines a traditional teacher preparation program with
alternative solutions to increase teacher graduates. The Math and Science Scholars
(MASS) program supports early recruitment and targets professional development for
beginning teachers. Math and science teachers are recruited, mentored, and coached
from the beginning of the undergraduate study at Texas A&M. An intense collaborative
approach among educators which includes co-teaching experiences and high visibility in
the secondary schools defines the success of the MASS program. The program selects
students who specifically declare a major in math or science to strongly consider the
program at the entry level stages of college. The well-designed MASS program
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streamlines training and support of the MASS teachers to be successful in the secondary
schools. The program is a model for improving a teacher education program that
specifically targets critical shortage areas of math and science (Scott et al., 2006).
The Teacher Academy Program (TAP)
The Teacher Academy Project (TAP) is a teacher certification program for
secondary schools grades 7-12. The goal of the program is to increase the number of
certified teacher candidates in high need subject areas such as math and science. It is a
cooperative project with the University of Nebraska Omaha, College of Education and
the Metropolitan Omaha Educational Consortium (MOEC). Candidates for TAP must
hold an undergraduate degree in a major related to a secondary endorsement area. The
TAP candidates complete certification in one calendar year by completing eighteen hours
of graduate coursework and 6 hours of undergraduate coursework at the University of
Nebraska, Omaha. The candidates are also required to complete 14 weeks of student
teaching in order to fully qualify for Nebraska teaching certification. The graduate
coursework completed during TAP may be applied toward completion of a Master’s
degree in secondary education. The Teacher Academy Project allows an urban school
district to recruit and retain secondary teachers who have successfully completed preservice teaching in a diverse school setting. Since 2000, the Omaha Public Schools has
hired 27 math and science TAP teachers.
Teacher Retention Strategies
The Gallup organization believes that “retention is the back door to recruitment”
(2006). Nationally, urban schools present a higher teacher turnover rate which include
the teachers who were hired as the best and brightest candidates (Duarte & Smith, 2000).
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The pipeline of teacher recruitment must include strong systematic strategies that
promote teacher retention. Janet Kearney’s study in 2008, examined various recruitment
strategies and their affect to the retention rate of teachers in an urban district. Due to the
results of studying satisfaction and retention of African American and European
American teachers in an urban district, a summation of recruitment strategies were
reaffirmed to retain teachers in a large urban district. The study confirmed that the
retention rate for African American teachers were slightly higher than that of European
American teachers in a large urban district in Nebraska (Kearney, 2008). The research
focused on strategies that may help to attract and retain teachers in an urban school
district. Retention strategies included various factors such as: class size, early contracts,
and competitive salaries (Kearney, 2008). This study suggested that incentives and
assistance to teachers may affect the retention rate of teachers (Recruiting New Teachers
Inc., 1999).
New Teacher Induction Programs
Teacher support programs were identified as key support systems beginning in the
1980’s. Not only is it crucial to hire the best and the brightest teacher, but we must also
retain them in urban schools (Kearney, 2008). Teacher support strategies target induction
programs that have a significant influence on teacher success and teacher retention
(Tillman, 2003). Induction programs are designed to help beginning teachers make the
transition from "students of teaching” to “teachers of students" (Moskowitz & Stephens,
1997). Teachers have the highest attrition rate of any profession, and the problem needs
to be solved within the individual school (Kent, 2004). New teachers may feel isolated
and overwhelmed with the new job and as a result leave the position. School leaders
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must foster support through programs that encourages teachers to deliver high quality,
effective instructional practice. Well-designed solutions to the teacher crisis must
address all issues and the entire system as a whole (Troen & Boles, 2003). New teacher
induction programs and mentoring may only be a temporary solution to teacher
shortages. As new teacher induction programs assist novice teachers to evolve
professionally, the schools mentoring and support programs are crucial for teachers to
feel fulfilled in the teaching profession. Support systems and professional development
provide extensions that encourage coaching and mentoring to increase the success of
teacher recruitment and retention in the urban districts.
Since teacher turnover plays a critical part in school achievement, districts strive
for retention success strategies through formalized new teacher orientation and induction
programs. Teacher training programs are focused on giving teachers immediate support
to be successful in the classroom. Teacher success encourages teacher retention. When
districts manage to retain teachers in the classroom, teacher experience has an impact on
student success in the classroom. Research supports that teacher experience has a direct
impact on student achievement during the first five years of teaching (Cavalluzzo, 2004).
School leaders strive to ascertain measurable qualities of teacher effectiveness that
promote teacher success in the classroom. Such efforts to support teachers in their role
have been implemented in programs such as mentoring, peer coaching, and professional
development (Danielson, 2008). The common thread of teacher effectiveness centers on
the definition of good teaching. There, in the heart of teaching, lie the factors that create
effective teachers in the classroom.
Teacher Mentoring
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Gretchen Givens Generett (2005) characterizes effective new teachers as having a
sense of “deep conviction”. Teachers new to the profession are energetic, enthusiastic,
and full of optimism to begin their career. As accountability pressures and classroom
challenges increase, the hopes of new teachers begin to fade. It is at this time that
support plays an important factor in determining the future development and retention of
the teacher.
As new teachers benefit from support and additional training, Darling-Hammond,
Holtzman, Gatlin, and Heilig (2005) suggests two crucial components to teacher retention
strategies: Effective mentors and scheduled release time for professional development.
Other research suggests increasing student teaching requirements from one to two
semesters, class size reduction, and more training for new teachers to teach in an urban
environment (Darling-Hammond et al., 2005). Teachers are encouraged to reflect on
their instructional skills, their relationships with the students and their motivation to grow
professionally. Mentoring plays a significant role to building relationships among
teachers and to encourage and support others to achieve success in the classroom
(Generett, 2005). An effective mentor can provide meaningful guidance to develop
reflective teaching. The mentor needs to have the training and expertise to nurture the
new teacher's talent and the craft of how an effective teacher “thinks” in the classroom.
Other factors that need to be in place to maintain an effective mentoring program is:
establishing an effective mentor relationship early, building a teaching schedule that
allows interaction with the mentor, and pairing the new teacher with a mentor. Urban
mentors learn from each other, are encouraged by the experiences of one another, and
form their own communities of practice (Bartell, 2004). It is through continual feedback
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and collaboration where meaningful guidance and progress can be achieved for the new
teacher.
A teacher induction program adds value to a mentoring program and when the
model functions effectively, allows teachers the opportunity to learn about the school
district, and become acclimated into the district. The induction activities provide focus in
building the foundation of prior knowledge to allow more success in the classroom. The
induction activities may also introduce effective teaching strategies that are relevant to
the culture of the school and mission of the district. The induction program offers
training opportunities and check points to gather input and provide feedback that can
support new teachers.
Grow Your Own Initiatives
Grow Your Own programs address the critical shortage that occur in subject
areas such as math and science. Various Grow Your Own teacher recruitment initiatives
have allowed states to target specific strategies to build a professional workforce. Grow
Your Own practices develop teachers individually (Fluckinger & Thompson, 2002).
Grow Your Own programs were implemented in the Omaha Public Schools
(2003) as a specific recruitment strategy to increase the number of teachers of color in the
classroom. The Minority Intern Program (MIP) is a collaborative partnership between
the University of Nebraska Omaha (UNO) College of Education and the Omaha Public
Schools (Omaha Public Schools, 2003). UNO students serve as teacher interns in the
urban district beginning in their sophomore year. The goal of the program is to recruit
minority candidates to the teaching profession as well as develop a larger pool of teacher
candidates, specifically teachers of color, for the Omaha Public Schools. For the needs of
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an urban district, the program was designed to maintain a teaching staff that reflects the
racial diversity of the students in the district (Omaha Public Schools, 2003). Jarene
Fluckinger cites the Minority Intern Program as the District’s success story to nurturing
teachers of color and narrowing the increased shortage of minority applicants (Fluckinger
& Thompson, 2002).
The Choose Education Organization (CEO) was designed as a Grow Your Own
program to introduce teaching as a career choice to middle grade minority students in the
Omaha Public Schools. The students in the CEO program are exposed to educational
professional development activities which broadens their understanding of the teacher
career path. The students are introduced to higher education and colleges of education by
visiting local university campuses. All CEO participants are exposed to early field
experiences by shadowing teachers and helping students in elementary classrooms
(Omaha Public Schools, 2003). The program allows middle school students to have a
deeper understanding and hands-on experience of the teacher education career field.
The Project Millennium Program is a recruitment initiative that began in 2000. It
was designed to encourage elementary teachers in the Omaha Public Schools to consider
teaching middle school math or science. The District partners with University of
Nebraska Omaha, College of Education, to outline coursework for teachers to earn a
middle school endorsement in math or science. The District compensates all candidates’
college tuition. The teachers accepted into the program must commit to teach at least
three years in the critical shortage area (Omaha Public Schools, 2003).
Teacher Development
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Teachers are becoming a recognized force for educational change (Kent, 2004).
Teachers represent 4% of our national civilian workforce, approximately 3.8 million jobs,
which represents nearly two times as many K-12 teachers than registered nurses and five
times as many teachers than either lawyers or professors (Scott et al., 2006). However,
teachers are the primary occupation where newly trained professionals are leaving their
career. In accordance to data from the Teacher Follow-Up Survey, Ingersoll (2003)
disclosed a comparison of high turnover rates in the female occupations of nursing and
education. The study concluded that teachers had a higher attrition rate of 15% as
compared to nurses at 12% (Borman & Dowling, 2008). For more than 20 years, teacher
reform programs, and federal and state mandates, have provided recommendations to
improve teacher programs through the use of professional development and strategic
teacher recruitment (Borman & Dowling, 2008). Overall, professional development is
the pathway from the early stage of theory and pedagogy to the delivering of current and
most effective teaching practices. Quality programs must focus on linking effective
professional development to teacher quality. Districts have taken this concept and have
built orientation and induction programs that center on intensive professional
development activities which build on effective strategies in the areas of instruction and
classroom management for new teachers.
Through all definitions of teacher effectiveness, it is clear that a teacher is viewed by
the lasting impact he or she has on a student. As a lens to the classroom, this concept can
be structured from an appraisal process which includes teacher planning, preparation,
instruction, and class management. In 2001, the National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education (NCATE), partnered with 3 urban school districts to address teacher
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quality through professional development models called “Professional Development to
Scales” (NCATE, 2001). Going to scale was defined by NCATE as creating effective
professional development to prepare all teacher candidates placed in the district, and to
support the needs of new teachers. The strategies focused on teacher induction programs
to provide stronger support to new teachers past the first year of teaching. One strategy
included a professional development model of “looping” new teachers with a mentor for
2 years. The continued efforts to strive for teacher quality through individualized
professional development models are the beginning steps toward teacher effectiveness
and student achievement.
Teacher Performance and Professional Practice
The American Association of School Administrators (AASA) identifies qualities
of effective teachers which fall into two categories: (1) management and instructional
techniques and (2) personal characteristics. Good teachers are proactive in discipline
measures, implementing differentiated instructional techniques, displaying knowledge in
their subject area, demonstrating high expectations of themselves and their students, and
exuding warmth and care toward their students (Demmon-Berger, 1986). Teacher quality
is commonly measured through the use of a comprehensive appraisal system that
measures teacher performance. To support and cultivate effective teachers, a structured
framework of teacher evaluation can be designed to promote professional learning for
teachers. Teacher evaluation systems are often intended to serve the purpose of
providing feedback and guidance for improving professional practice (Stronge, 2007).
Basic purposes of teacher evaluation focus on improving performance and fulfilling
accountability requirements.
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Teacher Effectiveness
Through the study of effective teachers, districts strive to develop programs and
incentives to promote quality in the profession. Time and resources are directed into
years of research for selecting and developing teachers (Liesveld & Miller, 2006).
Research indicates that teacher effectiveness significantly impacts student success in the
classroom. Teacher quality has more impact than any other factor such as class size or
student background (Sanders & Horn, 1998). Districts look at all best efforts to promote
and establish best practices to strengthen teacher quality. The efforts to quantify teacher
quality are necessary. Teachers are the heart of education. Teachers matter more to
student learning than anything more in the school (Stronge, 2007). Recognizing this
important fact, districts continue to struggle with retaining and recruiting high quality
teachers for the urban districts.
Teacher quality continues to be the center of school reform and school
improvement (Borman & Dowling, 2008). The qualities of an effective teacher have
been a topic of complex studies. Teacher effectiveness is identified in general terms on
the qualities of teachers who successfully teach students (Darling-Hammond, 1997).
Teacher effectiveness is so pronounced in the effects of student achievement, that
evidence of effectiveness can be traced through the Coleman report (1966) which
concluded that the characteristics of teachers had more variance in student achievement
than any other school resource (1966). Teachers have a strong influence on how students
learn and how much students learn (Stronge, 2007). Effective teachers possess critical
characteristics that play a specific role in the success of students. Various descriptors of
effective teachers describe this group to possess high enthusiasm, strong communication
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skills, excellent class management strategies, and a solid background of knowledge in the
grade level and content areas for which they teach (Minor, Onwuegbuzie, Collins, &
James, 2008). Teacher appraisal systems are used to measure the effectiveness of a
teacher. Many appraisal systems focus on a teacher’s ability to plan meaningful
instruction, the delivery of instruction, and the environment of the classroom. An
effective teacher is continuously evolving. Professional development plays an important
role to continuously develop the strengths of the teacher. Most research concludes that
teachers matter. However, the magnitude of influence a teacher plays in the success of
schools and the lives of students continue to draw interest for further study (Aaronson, et
al., 2003).
Framework for Effective Teaching
The Nebraska Department of Education (NDE) mandates the criteria for a teacher
evaluation system. The primary purpose of teacher evaluation is to improve the quality
of instruction. The procedures must be clear, equitable, and systematic (NDE, Rule 10,
2010). Every school district must have a school board approved policy to evaluate
teachers. Under state policy, all probationary and permanent teachers must be notified by
written communication of the annual appraisal cycle. The evaluation must include at
least the following: instructional performance, classroom management, and personal and
professional conduct (NDE, Rule 10, 2010). By the guidance of state statute from the
Nebraska Department of Education, Rule 10, school districts have adopted the
Framework for Effective Teaching as the formalized practice for teacher evaluation.
Most systems which evaluate teacher performance focus on instruction, planning,
and student engagement. The goal of teacher evaluation is to promote teacher learning
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(Danielson, 2008). Simply stated, evidence of student learning reflects evidence of
quality teaching. Research based evaluation systems promote the guidelines that ensure
teacher effectiveness and student success.
As the Educational Testing Services (ETS, 2009) developed the PRAXIS series
in 1987, Charlotte Danielson served as a consultant to develop the Professional
Assessments for Beginning Teachers (Danielson, 2008). Charlotte Danielson formulated
criteria for the PRAXIS series based on reviews of research; analyses of state regulations
for teacher licensing; and broad field experiences to incorporate in the assessments.
From this experience, Danielson (2008) began her criteria of assessing quality teachers
and extensive discussions on the models of good teaching. “It is the framework that will,
I hope, enrich the professional lives of those who choose to use it” (Danielson, 2008).
In the framework, teacher appraisal is divided into 22 components grouped into
four domains of teacher expectations: planning and preparation (Domain I), classroom
environment (Domain II), instruction (Domain III), and professional responsibilities
(Domain IV). Each component defines a specific characteristic of a domain which is tied
to all aspects of a teacher’s responsibilities. The responsibilities identified in the
framework for teaching have been documented through empirical studies and theoretical
research as promoting improved student learning (Danielson, 2008). Although the
domains are different, all relate to the core of effective teaching (Danielson, 2008). It is
through this evaluative system where teachers develop sound practices of teaching as
well as enhance the professional practice in teacher education.
Each component holds a competency rating which ranges from unsatisfactory,
basic, and proficient to distinguished. Administrators gather evidence of performance
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through artifacts such as lesson plans, student work, teacher interaction, and professional
development activities. The artifacts are gathered for the summative review and
determine ratings in all four domains. The framework holds two basic goals: to examine
evidence-based teacher performance and to promote professional growth of all teachers
(Danielson, 2008).
For probationary teachers, the appraisal cycle consists of various informal
observations and two formal observations. The formal teacher observation can extend
the duration of the entire instructional lesson of which the school administrator collects
evidence of a teacher’s performance in the classroom. For the formal observation,
extended dialogue occurs between the teacher and administrator to incorporate
professional conversations of best practice, skilled strategies, and self-directed inquiry
and reflection. The informal observations usually occur in shorter time periods and may
include a description of teacher activities beyond the classroom which promote student
learning and examine quality teaching. The informal observations allow an administrator
to capture glimpses into the learning environment at various frequent intervals of the
evaluation cycle.
Through the use of specific procedures and evaluation criteria, a structured
conversation between the administrator and teacher promote pertinent discussions of
effective teacher practice. The use of professional inquiry to rate teacher performance
creates meaningful measurement of teachers performing in all areas of professional
expectations. The Framework for Effective Teaching is designed to ensure quality
conversations about teaching and learning (Danielson, 2008).
Final Thought
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Teacher effectiveness is at the center of national school reform. The U.S.
Department of Education, Blueprint of Reform, clearly states that teachers are the single
most important factor to student success (USDE, 2010). The pathway to teacher
effectiveness can be identified in the areas of recruitment, retention, evaluation, and
development of highly effective teachers. From a Human Resource perspective, teacher
quality is at the forefront for success in the schools. The study of an effective teacher
must continue with fortitude from all partnerships in the education community. The
ability to identify and quantify data regarding specific attributes that define teacher
effectiveness will be the key for Human Resources to ensure the best teacher is placed in
every school.
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CHAPTER THREE
Methodology
The purpose of this study is to explore the accuracy of the TeacherInsight online
perceiver tool (Gallup University, 2007) in determining the effectiveness of high rated
and low rated math and science new hire teachers summative appraisal ratings, completed
graduate coursework, and retention status following one year and three years of single
school district employment.
The study evaluated newly hired math and science teacher’s summative appraisal
rating scores, level of education, and retention status of math and science teacher new
hires (N = 50) after one year and three years of single district teacher employment
compared to the summative appraisal rating scores, level of education, and retention
status of math and science teacher new hires (n = 14) who rated high, at the time of
employment, on their TeacherInsight Questionnaire after one year and three years of
single district teacher employment.
The study also evaluated newly hired math and science teacher’s summative
appraisal rating scores, level of education, and retention status of math and science
teacher new hires (N = 50) after 1 year and 3 years of single district teacher employment
compared to the summative appraisal rating scores, level of education, and retention
status of math and science teacher new hires (n = 36) who rated low, at the time of
employment, on their TeacherInsight Questionnaire after one year and three years of
single district teacher employment.
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Participants
Number of participants. The maximum accrual for this study were (N = 50)
including a naturally formed group of math and science teachers who rated high, at the
time of employment, on their TeacherInsight Questionnaire (n = 14), compared to math
and science teachers who rated low, at the time of employment, on their TeacherInsight
Questionnaire (n = 36). In regard to the number of participants (N = 50) 41 have
remained with the research school district after three years.
Gender of participants. Of the total number of selected subjects identified with
high TeacherInsight ratings (N = 14) the gender ratio were 8 males (57%) and 6 females
(43%). Of the total number of selected subjects identified with low TeacherInsight
ratings (n = 36) the gender ratio were 16 males (44%) and 20 females (56%). The gender
of the study participants is congruent with the research school district’s gender
demographics for math and science teachers. Of the number of selected subjects who
have remained with the district after three years identified with high TeacherInsight
ratings (n = 10) the gender ratio were 6 males (60%) and 4 females (40%). Of the total
number of selected subjects who have remained with the district after three years
identified with low TeacherInsight ratings (n = 31) the gender ratio were 15 male (48%)
and 16 females (52%). The gender of the study participants is congruent with the
research school district’s gender demographics for math and science teachers.
Age range of participants. The age range of math and science teacher
participants were 22 years to 55 years. All math and science teacher participants held a
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valid Nebraska Teaching certificate and met all requirements for a teaching position in
the research school district.
Racial and ethnic origin of participants. Of the total number of selected
subjects identified with high TeacherInsight ratings (n = 14) the ethnic and racial origin
of the participants were 9 White not Hispanic (64%), 3 Hispanic (21%), and 2 Black not
Hispanic (14%) teachers. Of the total number of selected subjects identified with low
TeacherInsight ratings (n = 36) the ethnic and racial origin of the participants were 35
White not Hispanic (97%), 1 Black not Hispanic (3%) teachers. Of the number of
selected subjects with the research school district after three years identified with high
TeacherInsight ratings (n = 10) the ethnic and racial origin of the participants will be 5
White not Hispanic (50%), 3 Hispanic (30%), and 2 Black not Hispanic (20%) teachers.
Of the total number of selected subjects with the research school district after three years
with low TeacherInsight ratings (n = 31) the ethnic and racial origin of the participants
will be 30 White not Hispanic (97%), and 1 Black not Hispanic (3%) teachers. The racial
and ethnic demographics of study participants are congruent with the research school
districts’ racial and ethnic demographics of math and science teachers.
Inclusion criteria of participants. Math and science teachers selected for the
study group will have completed all pre-screening criteria for hire. All teachers
completed the TeacherInsight Questionnaire prior to employment. All teachers hold a
valid math or science teaching certificate that qualifies each teacher to teach math or
science in a secondary classroom. The math or science teachers for this study were new
hires for the research school district. Each teacher completed New Teacher Orientation
and Induction requirements at the start of employment. Each participant completed the
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annual teacher appraisals for each year under contract for the first three years of
employment.
Method of participant identification. Math and science teachers with high and
low TeacherInsight ratings will have one to three years of experience in the research
school district along with summative rating scores in the district. Additionally, some
identified participants have completed graduate coursework. No individual identifiers
were attached to the TeacherInsight ratings, summative appraisal scores of the 50
participating teachers in the four naturally formed groups.
Description of Procedures
Research design. The two-group posttest-posttest comparative efficacy, design
extended in time is displayed in the following notation:
Group 1 X1 Y1 O1 O2
Group 2 X1 Y2 O1 O2
Group 1 = study participants #1. Math teacher and science teacher new hires
(n = 14) with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings.
Group 2 = study participants #2. Math teacher and science teacher new hires
(n = 36) with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings.
X1 = study constant. All participants received orientation and induction in the
school district through mentoring, staff development, and in-school support and training.
Y1 = study independent variable, new hire teacher rating, condition #1. All
math and science teacher new hires, with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings.
Y2 = study independent variable, new hire teacher rating, condition #1. All
math and science teacher new hires, with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings.
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O1 = Study posttest dependent measures. Following one-year of teaching in the
district the following measures were used to determine teacher effectiveness: 1.
Summative appraisal ratings; 2. Completed graduate coursework; and 3. Retention status.
O2 = Study posttest-posttest dependent measures. Following three-years of
teaching in the district the following measures were used to determine teacher
effectiveness: 1. Summative appraisal ratings; 2. Completed graduate coursework; and 3.
Retention status.
Independent Variable Descriptions
The independent variables for this study will be the math and science teachers
with high TeacherInsight ratings and low TeacherInsight ratings. Both groups of teachers
had one year to three years of teaching experience in the District. At the time of hire, all
teachers met the qualifications to teach secondary math or science. All teachers
completed the structure interview process by the Human Resource Department. All
teachers completed the mandated school research district’s training through the New
Teacher Orientation and Induction activities upon the first year of employment. All
teachers completed the school research district’s appraisal process as mandated by the
Nebraska Department of Education, Rule 10 guidelines.
Dependent Variable Descriptions
The study’s dependent variables are summative appraisal rating scores, completed
graduate coursework, and retention status as compared from one to three years of
teaching experience in the research school district. All participants received professional
development at the time of hire which included new teacher mentoring, new teacher
orientation activities, and curriculum professional development activities throughout the
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first year of employment. All professional development activities are mandated through
the Nebraska Department of Education. The District designs the professional
development activities to meet NDE requirements which states that all new teachers
fulfill twenty-eight hours of professional development.
Research Questions and Data Analysis
The following posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third
year research questions were used to analyze math and science teacher new hires with
high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment measuring (a) results from the Framework for
Effective Teaching Planning and Preparation Domain I, Classroom Environment Domain
II, Instruction Domain III, Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and the Overall
Summative Appraisal rating scores, (b) completed graduate coursework, and (c) retention
status.
Overarching Posttest, Posttest-Posttest Summative Appraisal Rating Score
Research Question #1. Do math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year compared
to posttest-posttest ending third year (a) Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b)
Classroom Environment Domain II, (c) Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional
Responsibilities Domain IV, and (e) Overall Summative Appraisal rating scores?
Sub-Question 1a. Do math and science teacher new hires with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the
district after three years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest
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ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Planning and Preparation
Domain I scores?
Sub-Question 1b. Do math and science teacher new hires with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the
district after three years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest
ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Classroom Environment
Domain II scores?
Sub-Question 1c. Do math and science teacher new hires with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the
district after three years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest
ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Instruction Domain III
scores?
Sub-Question 1d. Do math and science teacher new hires with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the
district after three years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest
ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Professional
Responsibilities Domain IV scores?
Sub-Question 1e. Do math and science teacher new hires with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the
district after three years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest
ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Overall Summative
Appraisal rating scores?
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Analysis. Research Question #1 were analyzed using a dependent t test to
examine the significance of the difference between teacher new hires with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to posttestposttest ending third year Planning and Preparation Domain I, Classroom Environment
Domain II, Instruction Domain III, Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and Overall
Summative Appraisal rating scores. Because multiple statistical tests will be conducted,
a one-tailed .05 alpha level will be employed to help control for Type 1 errors. Means
and standard deviations will be displayed in tables.
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Completed Graduate Coursework Research
Question #2. Do math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment maintain or improve their posttest ending first year compared to
posttest-posttest ending third year (b) level of education?
Analysis. Research Question #2 utilized a chi-square test of significance to
compare observed verses expected posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest
ending third year (b) completed graduate coursework frequencies. Because multiple
statistical tests were conducted, a .05 alpha level will be employed to help control for
Type 1 errors. Frequencies and percents will be displayed in tables.
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Retention Status Research Question #3. Do
math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the
time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment maintain
their posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (c)
retention status?
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Analysis. Research Question #3 utilized a chi-square test of significance to
compare observed verses expected posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest
ending third year (c) retention status frequencies. Because multiple statistical tests were
conducted, a .05 alpha level will be employed to help control for Type 1 errors.
Frequencies and percents are displayed in tables.
The following posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third
year research questions were used to analyze math and science teacher new hires with
low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment measuring (a) results from the Framework for
Effective Teaching Planning and Preparation Domain I, Classroom Environment Domain
II, Instruction Domain III, Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and the Overall
Summative Appraisal rating scores, (b) completed graduate coursework, and (c) retention
status.
Overarching Postest-Posttest Summative Appraisal Rating Score Research
Question #4. Do math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year compared
to posttest-posttest ending third year (a) Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b)
Classroom Environment Domain II, (c) Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional
Responsibilities Domain IV, and (e) Overall Summative Appraisal rating scores?
Sub-Question 4a. Do math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the
district after three years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest
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ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Planning and Preparation
Domain I scores?
Sub-Question 4b. Do math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the
district after three years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest
ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Classroom Environment
Domain II scores?
Sub-Question 4c. Do math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the
district after three years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest
ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Instruction Domain III
scores?
Sub-Question 4d. Do math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the
district after three years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest
ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Professional
Responsibilities Domain IV scores?
Sub-Question 4e. Do math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the
district after three years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest
ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Overall Summative
Appraisal rating scores?

54

Analysis. Research Question #4 will be analyzed using a dependent t test to
examine the significance of the difference between teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to posttestposttest ending third year Planning and Preparation Domain I, Classroom Environment
Domain II, Instruction Domain III, Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and Overall
Summative Appraisal rating scores. Because multiple statistical tests were conducted, a
one-tailed .05 alpha level was employed to help control for Type 1 errors. Means and
standard deviations are displayed in tables.
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Completed Graduate Coursework Research
Question #5. Do math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment maintain or improve their posttest ending first year compared to
posttest-posttest ending third year (b) level of education?
Analysis. Research Question #5 utilized a chi-square test of significance to
compare observed verses expected posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest
ending third year (b) completed graduate coursework frequencies. Because multiple
statistical tests were conducted, a .05 alpha level was employed to help control for Type 1
errors. Frequencies and percents are displayed in tables.
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Retention Status Research Question #6. Do
math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the
time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment maintain
their posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (c)
retention status?
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Analysis. Research Question #6 utilized a chi-square test of significance to
compare observed verses expected posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest
ending third year (c) retention status frequencies. Because multiple statistical tests were
conducted, a .05 alpha level will be employed to help control for Type 1 errors.
Frequencies and percents are displayed in tables.
The following posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending first year
research questions were used to analyze math and science teacher new hires with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings compared to math and science teacher new hires
with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year
of single district teacher employment measuring (a) summative appraisal rating scores,
(b) level of education, and (c) retention status.
Overarching Posttest Summative Appraisal Rating Score Research Question
#7. Do math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher employment
compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher employment
have congruent or different posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending first
year (a) Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b) Classroom Environment Domain II, (c)
Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and (e) Overall
Summative Appraisal rating scores?
Analysis. Research Question #7 was analyzed using an independent t test to
examine the significance of the difference between teacher new hires with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to posttest

56

ending first year (a) Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b) Classroom Environment
Domain II, (c) Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and
(e) Overall Summative Appraisal rating scores. Because multiple statistical tests were
conducted, a one-tailed .05 alpha level was employed to help control for Type 1 errors.
Means and standard deviations are displayed in tables.
Overarching Posttest Completed Graduate Coursework Research Question
#8. Do math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher employment
compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher employment
have congruent or different posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending first
year (b) level of education?
Analysis. Research Question #8 utilized a chi-square test of significance to
compare observed verses expected posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending
first year (b) level of education frequencies. Because multiple statistical tests were
conducted, a .05 alpha level was employed to help control for Type 1 errors. Frequencies
and percents are displayed in tables.
Overarching Posttest Retention Status Research Question #9. Do math and
science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of
employment, after one year of single district teacher employment compared to math and
science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of
employment, after one year of single district teacher employment have congruent or
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different posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending first year (c) retention
status?
Analysis. Research Question #9 utilized a chi-square test of significance to
compare observed verses expected posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending
first year (c) retention status frequencies. Because multiple statistical tests were
conducted, a .05 alpha level was employed to help control for Type 1 errors. Frequencies
and percents are displayed in tables.
The following posttest-posttest ending third year compared to posttest-posttest
ending third year research questions was used to analyze math and science teacher new
hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings compared to math and science
teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of
employment, after three years of single district teacher employment measuring (a)
summative appraisal rating scores, (b) level of education, and (c) retention status.
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Summative Appraisal Rating Score Research
Question #10. Do math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending
third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (a) Planning and Preparation
Domain I, (b) Classroom Environment Domain II, (c) Instruction Domain III, (d)
Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and (e) Overall Summative Appraisal rating
scores?
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Analysis. Research Question #10 was analyzed using an independent t test to
examine the significance of the difference between teacher new hires with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest-posttest ending third year compared to
posttest-posttest ending third year a) Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b) Classroom
Environment Domain II, (c) Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional Responsibilities
Domain IV, and (e) Overall Summative Appraisal Rating Scores. Because multiple
statistical tests were conducted, a one-tailed .05 alpha level was employed to help control
for Type 1 errors. Means and standard deviations are displayed in tables.
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Completed Graduate Coursework Research
Question #11. Do math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending
third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (b) level of education?
Analysis. Research Question #11 utilized a chi-square test of significance to
compare observed verses expected posttest-posttest ending third year compared to
posttest-posttest ending third year (b) level of education frequencies. Because multiple
statistical tests was conducted, a .05 alpha level will be employed to help control for
Type 1 errors. Frequencies and percents are displayed in tables.
Overarching Posttest-Posttest Retention Status Research Question #12. Do
math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the
time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment compared to
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math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the
time of employment, after 3 years of single district teacher employment have congruent
or different posttest-posttest ending third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third
year (c) retention status?
Analysis. Research Question #12 utilized a chi-square test of significance to
compare observed verses expected posttest-posttest ending third year compared to
posttest-posttest ending third year (c) retention status frequencies. Because multiple
statistical tests were conducted, a .05 alpha level will be employed to help control for
Type 1 errors. Frequencies and percents are displayed in tables.
Data Collection Procedures
All data used in this study were “routinely collected”. Permission from the
appropriate school district personnel were obtained before data collection and analysis
were conducted. Non-coded numbers were used to display individual de-identifying
data.
Performance sites. The research was conducted at the university and in the
research school district under normal educational practices. The study procedure did not
interfere in any way with the normal educational practices in the research school district
and did not involve coercion or discomfort of any kind. Data was stored on spreadsheets
and computer drives for statistical analysis. Data and computer drives was secured. No
individual identifiers was attached to the data.
Confidentiality. Non-coded numbers was used to display individual status.
Individual data was de-identified by the appropriate human resource personnel after all
information is linked and the data sets are complete.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore the accuracy of the TeacherInsight online
perceiver tool (Gallup University, 2007) in determining the effectiveness of high rated
and low rated math and science new hire teachers summative appraisal ratings, completed
graduate coursework, and retention status following one year and three years of single
school district employment. This was a quasi-experimental posttest posttest-posttest
study.
The research questions were used to evaluate the effectiveness and retention status of
math and science teachers as measured through summative evaluation performance
ratings, completed graduate coursework, the Gallup TeacherInsight score, and first and
third year teacher experience employed by a single district.
The independent variables for this study included math and science teacher new hires
with high TeacherInsight ratings and low TeacherInsight ratings. Both groups of teachers
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had one year and three years of teaching experience in the research school district. At the
time of hire, all teachers met the qualifications to teach secondary math or science. All
teachers completed the structured interview process by the Human Resource Department.
After hire, all teachers completed the mandated school research district’s training through
the New Teacher Orientation and Induction activities upon the first year of employment.
All teachers completed the school research district’s appraisal process as mandated by the
Nebraska Department of Education, Rule 10 guidelines.
The study’s dependent variables were summative appraisal rating scores, completed
graduate coursework, and retention status as compared from one to three years of
teaching experience in the research school district. All participants received professional
development at the time of hire which included new teacher mentoring, new teacher
orientation activities, and curriculum professional development activities throughout the
first year of employment. All professional development activities were mandated
through the Nebraska Department of Education. The District designs the professional
development activities to meet NDE requirements which states that all new teachers
fulfill twenty-eight hours of professional development.
The maximum accrual rate for this study was fifty. A naturally formed group of math
and science teachers who rated high at the time of employment on their TeacherInsight
Questionaire (n = 14) compared to math and science teachers who rated low on their
TeacherInsight Questionaire (n = 36). The participants identified with high
TeacherInsight ratings (n = 14) the gender ratio were eight males (57%) and six females
(43%). Of the total number of selected subjects identified with low TeacherInsight
ratings (n = 36) the gender ratio were 16 males (44%) and 20 females (56%). The gender
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of the study participants is congruent with the research school district’s gender
demographics for math and science teachers. Of the number of selected subjects who
remained with the district after three years identified with high TeacherInsight ratings (n
= 10) the gender ratio were six males (60%) and four females (40%). Of the total number
of selected subjects who remained with the district after three years identified with low
TeacherInsight ratings (n = 31) the gender ratio were 15 males (48%) and 16 females
(52%). The gender of the study participants was congruent with the research school
district’s gender demographics for math and science teachers.
The results evaluated newly hired math and science teacher’s summative appraisal
rating scores, completed graduate coursework, and retention status of math and science
teacher new hires after one year and three years of single district teacher employment
compared to the summative appraisal rating scores, completed graduate coursework, and
retention status of math and science teacher new hires who rated high, at the time of
employment, on their TeacherInsight Questionnaire after one year and three years of
single district teacher employment.
The results evaluated newly hired math and science teacher’s summative appraisal
rating scores, completed graduate coursework, and retention status of new hires after one
year and three years of single district teacher employment compared to the summative
appraisal rating scores, completed graduate coursework, and retention status of math
and science teacher new hires who rated low, at the time of employment, on their
TeacherInsight Questionnaire after one year and three years of single district teacher
employment.
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Research Questions
The following posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third
year research questions were used to analyze math and science teacher new hires with
high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment measuring (a) results from the Framework for
Effective Teaching Planning and Preparation Domain I, Classroom Environment Domain
II, Instruction Domain III, Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and the Overall
Summative Appraisal rating scores, (b) completed graduate coursework, and (c) retention
status.

Research Question 1
Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment
lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest
ending third year (a) Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b) Classroom Environment
Domain II, (c) Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and
(e) Overall Summative Appraisal rating scores?
Sub-question 1a. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after three
years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year
compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Planning and Preparation Domain I
scores?
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An inferential analysis was conducted using a dependent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires (n = 10) with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to posttestposttest ending third year Planning and Preparation Domain I. An alpha level of .05 was
utilized to control for Type I errors. Results for each participant are displayed in Table 1.
Statistical analyses are displayed on Table 2. As seen on Table 2, the posttest ending first
year (M = 18.3, SD = 3.09), compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (M = 18.5,
SD = 2.46) in Planning and Preparation Domain I,( t(9) = 1.83, p =.81, ns).
In comparison to their first year and third year appraisal ratings, teacher new hires
with a high TeacherInsight rating appraisal scores did not show statistical significance in
Domain I, Planning and Preparation.
Sub-question 1b. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after three
years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year
compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Classroom Environment Domain II
scores?
An inferential analysis was conducted using a dependent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires (n = 10) with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to posttestposttest ending third year Classroom Environment Domain II. An alpha level of .05 was
utilized to control for Type I errors. Results for each participant are displayed in Table 3.
Statistical analyses are displayed on Table 4. As seen in Table 4, the posttest ending first
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year (M = 15.70, SD = 2.45), compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (M = 16.70,
SD = 1.89) in Classroom Environment Domain II, (t(9) = 2.37,

p =.04, d = 0.75).

In comparison to their first year and third year appraisal ratings, teacher new hires
with a high TeacherInsight rating appraisal scores showed statistical significance in
Domain II, Classroom Environment.
Sub-question 1c. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after three
years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year
compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Instruction Domain III scores?
An inferential analysis was conducted using a dependent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires (n = 10) with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to posttestposttest ending third year Instruction Domain III. An alpha level of .05 was utilized to
control for Type I errors. Results for each participant are displayed in Table 5. Results
for question 1c are displayed in Table 6. As seen in Table 6, the posttest ending first year
(M = 15.30, SD = 2.58), compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (M = 15.90, SD =
2.13) in Instruction Domain III, ( t(9) = 0.97, p =.36, ns).
In comparison to their first year and third year appraisal ratings, teacher new hires
with a high TeacherInsight rating appraisal scores did not show statistical significance in
Domain III, Instruction.
Sub-question 1d. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after 3 years

66

of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year
compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Professional Responsibilities Domain IV
scores?
An inferential analysis was conducted using a dependent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires (n = 10) with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to posttestposttest ending third year Professional Responsibilities Domain IV. An alpha level of .05
was utilized to control for Type I errors. Results for each participant are displayed in
Table 7. Statistical analyses are displayed in Table 8. As seen in Table 8, the posttest
ending first year (M = 15.40, SD = 1.78), compared to posttest-posttest ending third year
(M = 16.30, SD = 1.77) in Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, (t(9) = 2.86, p =. 02,
d = 0.91).
In comparison to their first year and third year appraisal ratings, teacher new hires
with a high TeacherInsight rating appraisal scores did show statistical significance in
Domain IV, Professional Responsibilities.
Sub-question 1e. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after three
years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year
compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Overall Summative Appraisal rating
scores?
An Inferential analysis was conducted using a dependent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires (n = 10) with high
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TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to posttestposttest ending third year Overall Summative Appraisal ratings scores. An alpha level of
.05 was utilized to control for Type I errors. Results for each participant are displayed in
Table 9. Statistical analyses are displayed in Table 10. As seen in Table 10, the posttest
ending first year (M = 63.70, SD = 9.57), compared to posttest-posttest ending third year
(M = 63.40, SD = 9.20) in Overall Appraisal scores, (t(9) = 0.18,
p = .86, ns).
In comparison to their first year and third year appraisal ratings, teacher new hires
with a high TeacherInsight rating appraisal scores did not show statistical significance in
Overall Appraisal scores.
Research Question 2
Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment
maintain or improve their posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending
third year completed graduate coursework?
An Inferential analysis was conducted utilizing a chi-square test of significance to
compare observed verses expected posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest
ending third year completed graduate coursework frequencies. Because multiple
statistical tests were conducted, a .05 alpha level was employed to help control for Type 1
errors. Frequencies and percents are displayed in Table 11. As seen in Table 11, the chi
square test of significance (X2) was not significantly different (X2 (2, N=14) =3.37), ns.
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The null hypothesis of no difference between the frequencies of course work completed
after three and five years was not rejected.
Research Question 3
Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment
maintain or improve their posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending
third year retention status?
An inferential analysis was conducted utilizing a chi-square test of significance to
compare observed verses expected posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest
ending third year completed retention status frequencies. Because multiple statistical
tests were conducted, a .05 alpha level was employed to help control for Type 1 errors.
Frequencies and percents are displayed in Table 12. As seen in Table 12, the chi square
test of significance (X2) was not significantly different (X2 (2, N = 15) = 0.24), ns. The
null hypothesis of no difference between the retention frequencies after three and five
years was not rejected.
The following posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third
year research questions were used to analyze math and science teacher new hires with
low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment measuring (a) results from the Framework for
Effective Teaching Planning and Preparation Domain I, Classroom Environment Domain
II, Instruction Domain III, Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and the Overall
Summative Appraisal rating scores, (b) completed graduate coursework, and (c) retention
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status.
Research Question 4
Did math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment
lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest
ending third year (a) Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b) Classroom Environment
Domain II, (c) Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and
(e) Overall Summative Appraisal rating scores?
Sub-question 4a. Did math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after three
years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year
compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Planning and Preparation Domain I
scores?
An inferential analysis was conducted utilizing a dependent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires (n = 31) with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to posttestposttest ending third year Planning and Preparation Domain I. Because multiple
statistical tests were conducted, a one-tailed .05 alpha level was employed to help control
for Type 1 errors. Results for each participant are displayed in Table 13. Statistical
analyses are displayed on Table 14. As seen in Table 14, the posttest ending first year (M
= 16.71, SD = 2.67), compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (M = 18.71, SD =
2.55) in Planning and Preparation Domain I, (t (30) = 5.57, p = <.05, d = 1.0).
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In comparison to their first year and third year appraisal ratings, teacher new hires
with a low TeacherInsight rating appraisal scores did show statistical significance in
Planning and Preparation Domain I.
Sub-question 4b. Did math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the
district after three years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest
ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Classroom Environment
Domain II scores?
An inferential analysis was conducted utilizing a dependent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires (n = 36) with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to posttestposttest ending third year (n = 31) Classroom Environment Domain II. Because multiple
statistical tests were conducted, a one-tailed .05 alpha level was employed to help control
for Type 1 errors. Results for each participant are displayed in Table 15. Statistical
analyses are displayed on Table 16. As seen in Table 16, the posttest ending first year (M
= 14.42, SD = 2.23), compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (M = 15.87, SD =
2.23) in Classroom Environment Domain II, (t (30) = 4.78,

p = <.05, d = 0.86).

In comparison to their first year and third year appraisal ratings, teacher new hires
with a low TeacherInsight rating appraisal scores did show statistical significance in
Classroom Environment Domain II.
Sub-question 4c. Did math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after three
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years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year
compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Instruction Domain III scores?
An inferential analysis was conducted utilizing a dependent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires (n = 36) with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to posttestposttest (n = 31) ending third year Instruction Domain III. Because multiple statistical
tests were conducted, a one-tailed .05 alpha level was employed to help control for Type
1 errors. Results for each participant are displayed in Table 17. Statistical analyses are
displayed on Table 18. As seen in Table 18, the posttest ending first year (M = 14.29, SD
= 2.16), compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (M= 15.77, SD = 2.06) in
Instruction Domain III, (t (30) = 4.78, p= <.05, d = 0.87).
In comparison to their first year and third year appraisal ratings, teacher new hires
with a low TeacherInsight rating appraisal scores did show statistical significance in
Instruction Domain III.
Sub-question 4d. Did math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after three
years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year
compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Professional Responsibilities Domain IV
scores?
An inferential analysis was conducted utilizing a dependent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires (N = 36) with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to posttestposttest (N = 31) ending third year Professional Responsibilities Domain IV. Because
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multiple statistical tests were conducted, a one-tailed .05 alpha level was employed to
help control for Type 1 errors. Results for each participant are displayed in Table 19.
Statistical analyses are displayed on Table 20. As seen in Table 20, the posttest ending
first year (M = 14.35, SD = 2.23), compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (M =
16.10, SD = 1.87) in Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, (t (30) = 4.93, p = <.05, d
= 0.89).
In comparison to their first year and third year appraisal ratings, teacher new hires
with a low TeacherInsight rating appraisal scores did show statistical significance in
Professional Responsibilities Domain IV.
Sub-question 4e. Did math and science teacher new hires (n = 31) with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the
district after three years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest
ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Overall Summative
Appraisal Rating scores?
An inferential analysis was conducted utilizing a dependent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year (n = 36) compared to posttest-posttest
ending third year (n = 31) Overall Summative Appraisal Rating scores. Because multiple
statistical tests were conducted, a one-tailed .05 alpha level was employed to help control
for Type 1 errors. Results for each participant are displayed in Table 21. Statistical
analyses are displayed on Table 22. As seen in Table 22, the posttest ending first year (M
= 60.74, SD = 8.82), compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (M = 67.45, SD =
8.63) in Overall Appraisal scores, (t (30) = 5.96, p = <.05,

73

d =1.07).
In comparison to their first year and third year appraisal ratings, teacher new hires
with a low TeacherInsight rating appraisal scores did show statistical significance in
Overall Summative Appraisal Rating scores.
Research Question 5
Did math and science teacher new hires (n = 31) with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment maintain or improve their posttest ending first year compared to
posttest-posttest ending third year completed graduate coursework?
An inferential analysis utilized a chi-square test of significance to compare observed
verses expected posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year
completed graduate coursework frequencies. Because multiple statistical tests were
conducted, a .05 alpha level was employed to help control for Type 1 errors. Frequencies
and percents are displayed in Table 23. As seen in Table 23, the chi square test of
significance (X2) test of significance was statistically significant. (X2 (2, N=31) =16.52,
p=<.001). The null hypothesis of difference between the frequencies of course work
completed after three and five years was rejected.
Research Question 6
Did math and science teacher new hires (N = 31) with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment maintain their posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest
ending third year retention status?

74

An inferential analysis utilized a chi-square test of significance to compare observed
verses expected posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year
retention status frequencies. Because multiple statistical tests were conducted, a .05
alpha level was employed to help control for Type 1 errors. Frequencies and percents are
displayed in Table 24. As seen in Table 24, the chi square test of significance (X2) was
not statistically significant (X2 (2, N=34) =1.12), ns. The null hypothesis of no difference
between the retention status frequencies after three and five years was not rejected.
Research Question 7
Did math and science teacher new hires (n = 14) with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher
employment compared to math and science teacher new hires (n = 36) with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single
district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest ending first year
compared to posttest ending first year (a) Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b)
Classroom Environment Domain II, (c) Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional
Responsibilities Domain IV, and (e) Overall Summative Appraisal rating scores?
Inferential analysis was conducted using an independent t test to examine the significance
of the difference between teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings posttest ending first year compared to teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year (a) Planning and Preparation Domain I,
(b) Classroom Environment Domain II, (c) Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional
Responsibilities Domain IV, and (e) Overall Summative Appraisal rating scores.
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Sub-question 7a. Did math and science teacher new hires (n = 14) with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single
district teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires (n = 36)
with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year
of single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest ending first
year compared to posttest ending first year Planning and Preparation Domain I?
An inferential analysis was conducted using an independent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year Planning and Preparation
Domain I. Because multiple statistical tests were conducted, a one-tailed .05 alpha level
was employed to help control for Type 1 errors. Statistical analyses are displayed in
Table 25. Results for question 7a are displayed on Table 26. As seen in Table 26, the
posttest ending first year (M = 17.60, SD= 3.86), compared to posttest-posttest ending
third year (M = 16.50, SD = 2.59) in Planning and Preparation Domain I, (t (44) = 1.06, p
= .29, d = 1.07, ns).
Sub-Question 7b. Did math and science teacher new hires (n = 14) with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single
district teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires (n = 36)
with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year
of single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest ending first
year compared to posttest ending first year Classroom Environment Domain II?
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An inferential analysis was conducted using an independent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year Classroom Environment
Domain II. Because multiple statistical tests were conducted, a one-tailed .05 alpha level
was employed to help control for Type 1 errors. Statistical analyses are displayed in
Table 27. Results for question 7b are displayed on Table 28. As seen in Table 28, the
posttest ending first year (M = 15.50, SD = 2.76), compared to posttest-posttest ending
first year (M = 2.76, SD = 2.42) in Classroom Environment Domain II, (t (44) = 1.25, p =
.22, ns).
Sub-Question 7c. Did math and science teacher new hires (n = 14) with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single
district teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires (n = 36)
with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year
of single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest ending first
year compared to posttest ending first year Instruction Domain III?
An inferential analysis was conducted using an independent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year Instruction Domain III.
Because multiple statistical tests were conducted, a one-tailed .05 alpha level was
employed to help control for Type 1 errors. Statistical analyses are displayed in Table
29. Results for question 7c are displayed on Table 30. As seen in Table 30, the posttest

77

ending first year (M = 14.90, SD = 3.07), compared to posttest-posttest ending first year
(M = 14.11, SD = 2.20) in Instruction Domain III, (t (44) = 0.92, p = .36, ns).
Sub-Question 7d. Did math and science teacher new hires (n = 14) with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single
district teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires (n = 36)
with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year
of single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest ending first
year compared to posttest ending first year Professional Responsibilities Domain IV?
An inferential analysis was conducted using an independent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings to posttest ending first year Professional
Responsibilities Domain IV. Because multiple statistical tests were conducted, a onetailed .05 alpha level was employed to help control for Type 1 errors. Statistical analyses
are displayed in Table 31. Results for question 7c are displayed on Table 32. As seen in
Table 32, the posttest ending first year (M = 15.10, SD = 2.08), compared to posttestposttest ending first year (M = 14.28, SD = 2.15) in Professional Responsibilities Domain
IV, (t (44) = 1.08, p = .29, ns). Both groups of new hires have congruent appraisal scores
after the first year in the research school district.
Sub-Question 7e. Did math and science teacher new hires (N = 14) with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single
district teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires (N = 36)
with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year
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of single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest ending first
year compared to posttest ending first year Overall Summative Appraisal Rating scores?
An inferential analysis was conducted using an independent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year compared to teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest ending first year Overall Summative
Appraisal Rating scores. Because multiple statistical tests were conducted, a one-tailed
.05 alpha level was employed to help control for Type 1 errors. Statistical analyses are
displayed in Table 33. Results for question 7c are displayed on Table 34. As seen in
Table 34, the posttest ending first year (M = 62.10, SD = 11.42), compared to posttestposttest (t (44) = 0.86, p = .39, ns).
Research Question 8
Did math and science teacher new hires (n = 14) with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher
employment compared to math and science teacher new hires (n = 36) with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single
district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest ending first year
compared to posttest ending first year completed graduate coursework?
An inferential analysis utilized a chi-square test of significance to compare observed
verses expected posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending first year
completed graduate coursework frequencies. As seen in Table 35, the chi square test of
significance (X2) was not statistically different, (X2 (2, N=45) =5.07), ns. The null
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hypothesis of no difference between the frequencies of course work completed after one
year was not rejected.
Research Question 9
Did math and science teacher new hires (n = 14) with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher
employment compared to math and science teacher new hires (n = 36) with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single
district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest ending first year
compared to posttest ending first year retention status?
An inferential analysis utilized a chi-square test of significance to compare observed
verses expected posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending first year
completed graduate coursework frequencies. As seen in Table 36, the chi square test of
significance (X2) was not significantly different (X2 (2, N = 52) = 0.02, ns). The null
hypothesis of no difference between the retention status frequencies after one year was
not rejected.
The following posttest-posttest ending third year compared to posttest-posttest ending
third year research questions were used to analyze math and science teacher new hires
with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings compared to math and science teacher
new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment,
after three years of single district teacher employment measuring (a) summative appraisal
rating scores, (b) completed graduate coursework, and (c) retention status.
Research Question 10
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Did math and science teacher new hires (n = 10) with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires (n = 31) with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending
third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (a) Planning and Preparation
Domain I, (b) Classroom Environment Domain II, (c) Instruction Domain III, (d)
Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and (e) Overall Summative Appraisal rating
scores?
An inferential analysis was conducted utilizing an independent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings posttest-posttest ending third year compared to teacher new hires
with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest-posttest ending third year (a)
Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b) Classroom Environment Domain II, (c)
Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and (e) Overall
Summative Appraisal Rating Scores.
Sub-question 10a. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending
third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Planning and Preparation
Domain I?
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An inferential analysis was conducted utilizing an independent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings posttest-posttest ending third year compared to teacher new hires
with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest-posttest ending third year
Planning and Preparation Domain I. Statistical analyses are displayed in Table 37.
Results for question 10a are displayed on Table 38. As seen in Table 38, the posttest
ending third year (M = 18.10, SD = 3.41), compared to posttest-posttest ending third year
(M = 18.22, SD = 2.72) in Planning and Preparation Domain I, (t (48) = 0.12, p = .89, ns).
Both groups of new hires have congruent appraisal scores after the first year in the
research school district.
Sub-question 10b. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending
third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Classroom Environment
Domain II?
An inferential analysis was conducted utilizing an independent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings posttest-posttest ending third year compared to teacher new hires
with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest-posttest ending third year
Classroom Environment Domain II. Results for each participant are displayed in Table
39. Statistical analyses are displayed on Table 40. As seen in Table 40, the posttest
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ending third year (M = 16.40, SD = 3.03), compared to posttest-posttest ending third year
(M = 15.64, SD = 2.49) in Classroom Environment Domain II, (t (48) = 0.82, p = .42, ns).
Both groups of new hires have congruent appraisal scores after the third year in the
research school district.
Sub-question 10c. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending
third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Instruction Domain III?
An inferential analysis was conducted utilizing an independent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings posttest-posttest ending third year compared to teacher new hires
with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest-posttest ending third year
Instruction Domain III. Results for each participant are displayed in Table 41. Statistical
analyses are displayed on Table 42. As seen in Table 42, the posttest ending third year
(M = 15.30, SD = 2.83), compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (M = 15.39, SD =
2.28) in Instruction Domain III, (t (48) = 0.10, p = .92, ns). Both groups of new hires
have congruent appraisal scores after the third year in the research school district.
Sub-question 10d. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low

83

TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending
third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Professional Responsibilities
Domain IV?
An inferential analysis was conducted utilizing an independent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings posttest-posttest ending third year compared to teacher new hires
with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest-posttest ending third year
Professional Responsibilities Domain IV. Results for each participant are displayed in
Table 43. Statistical analyses are displayed on Table 44. As seen in Table 44, the
posttest ending third year (M = 16.20, SD = 1.55), compared to posttest-posttest ending
third year (M = 15.78, SD = 1.99) in Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, (t (48) =
0.62, p = .54, ns). Both groups of new hires have congruent appraisal scores after the
third year in the research school district.
Sub-question 10e. Did math and science teacher new hire with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending
third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Overall Summative Appraisal
scores?
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An inferential analysis was conducted utilizing an independent t test to examine the
significance of the difference between teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings posttest-posttest ending third year compared to teacher new hires
with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest-posttest ending third year Overall
Summative Appraisal ratings. Results for each participant are displayed in Table 45.
Statistical analyses are displayed on Table 46. As seen in Table 46, the posttest ending
third year (M = 61.90, SD = 11.02), compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (M =
65.61, SD = 10.99) in Overall Summative Appraisal scores, (t (48) = 1.01, p = .32, ns).
Both groups of new hires have congruent overall appraisal scores after the third year in
the research school district.
Research Question 11
Did math and science teacher new hires (n = 10) with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires (n = 31) with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending
third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year completed graduate
coursework?
An inferential analysis utilized a chi-square test of significance to compare observed
verses expected posttest-posttest ending third year compared to posttest-posttest ending
third year completed graduate coursework frequencies. As seen in Table 47, the chi
square test of significance (X2), was not significantly different (X2 (2, N = 45) = 5.66, ns).
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The null hypothesis of no difference between the frequencies of course work completed
after three years was not rejected.
Research Question 12
Did math and science teacher new hires (n = 10) with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires (n = 31) with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending
third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year retention status?
An inferential analysis utilized a chi-square test of significance to compare observed
verses expected posttest-posttest ending third year compared to posttest-posttest ending
third year retention status frequencies. As seen in Table 47, the chi square test of
significance (X2) was not significantly different (X2 (2, N = 45) = 1.21, ns). The null
hypothesis of no difference between the retention status frequencies after three years was
not rejected.
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Table 1
Posttest and Posttest-Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight
Questionnaire Ratings First Year Compared to Third Year Planning and Preparation
Domain I
Participant

Posttest

Posttest-Posttest

1

18

18

2

15

18

3

18

14

4

19

20

5

24

24

6

18

18

7

22

19

8

18

18

9

13

18

10

18

18
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Table 2

Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
First Year Compared to Third Year Planning and Preparation Domain I
Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With High Teacher

With High Teacher

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 1

Year 3

Sources of
Data

Domain I
Planning and
Preparation

M

SD

M

SD

t

p

d

18.3

3.09

18.5

2.46

1.83

.81

ns
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Table 3
Posttest and Posttest-Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight
Questionnaire Ratings First Year Compared to Third Year Classroom Environment
Domain II
Participant

Posttest

Posttest-Posttest

1

15

16

2

15

16

3

15

18

4

17

18

5

20

20

6

15

15

7

19

19

8

16

15

9

12

15

10

13

15
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Table 4

Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
First Year Compared to Third Year Classroom Environment Domain II
Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With High Teacher

With High Teacher

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 1

Year 3

Sources of
Data

Domain II
Classroom
Environment

M

SD

M

SD

t

p

d

15.70

2.45

16.70

1.89

2.37

.04

0.75
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Table 5
Posttest and Posttest-Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight
Questionnaire Ratings First Year Compared to Third Year Instruction Domain III
Participant

Posttest

Posttest-Posttest

1

15

15

2

15

14

3

15

13

4

16

18

5

20

20

6

15

15

7

18

18

8

15

15

9

10

15

10

14

16
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Table 6
Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
First Year Compared to Third Year Instruction Domain III
Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With High Teacher

With High Teacher

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 1

Year 3

Sources of
Data

Domain III
Instruction

M

SD

M

SD

t

p

d

15.30

2.58

15.90

2.13

0.97

.36

ns
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Table 7
Posttest and Posttest-Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight
Questionnaire Ratings First Year Compared to Third Year Professional Responsibilities
Domain IV
Participant

Posttest

Posttest-Posttest

1

15

16

2

15

16

3

15

18

4

19

20

5

14

15

6

18

18

7

15

15

8

13

15

9

15

15

10

15

15
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Table 8
Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
First Year Compared to Third Year Professional Responsibilities Domain IV
Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With High Teacher

With High Teacher

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 1

Year 3

Sources of Data

Domain IV
Professional
Responsibilities

M

SD

M

SD

t

p

d

15.40

1.78

16.30

1.77

2.86

.02

0.91
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Table 9
Posttest and Posttest-Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight
Questionnaire Ratings First Year Compared to Third Year Overall Summative Appraisal
Rating Scores
Participant

Posttest

Posttest-Posttest

1

63

65

2

60

64

3

63

63

4

71

76

5

78

79

6

77

57

7

64

63

8

48

49

9

53

53

10

60

64
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Table 10
Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
First Year Compared to Third Year Overall Summative Appraisal Rating Scores
Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With High Teacher

With High Teacher

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 1

Year 3

Sources of
Data

Overall
Summative
Appraisal
Scores

M

SD

M

SD

t

p

d

63.70

9.57

63.40

9.20

0.18

.86

ns
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Table 11

Difference between Teacher New Hires with High Teacher Insight Questionnaire
Ratings First Year Compared to Third Year Completed Graduate Coursework
Frequencies
Observed Frequencies
Year 1

Year 3

N (%)

N (%)

BS

9 (64%)

7 (50%)

BS+

5 (36%)

4 (29%)

MA

0 (0%)

3 (21%)

Total

14 (100%)

14 (100%)

Education Level

a

χ2

3.37a†

Observed versus expected cell frequencies used for calculations with df = 2 and a
tabled value = 5.99 required to obtain an alpha level of .05, the threshold for
statistical significance for this research question.
†

ns
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Table 12

Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
First Year Compared to Third Year Retention Status Frequencies
Observed Frequencies
Year 1

Year 3

N (%)

N (%)

Active

11 (86%)

10 (71%)

Termed

3 (14%)

4 (29%)

Retention Status

Total
a

14 (100%)

14 (100%)

χ2

0.24a†

Observed versus expected cell frequencies used for calculations with df = 1 and a
tabled value = 3.84 required to obtain an alpha level of .05, the threshold for
statistical significance for this research question.
†

ns
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Table 13
Posttest and Posttest-Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire Ratings First Year Compared to Third year Planning and Preparation
Domain I
Participant

Posttest

Posttest-Posttest

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

14
23
18
18
20
23
17
16
14
18
18
16
17
14
12
16
18
18
18
18
14
16
17
15
17
15
18
18
13
18
11

18
24
18
18
24
24
19
16
17
18
18
18
18
18
17
17
18
20
20
18
23
18
18
18
18
19
18
20
16
22
12

99

Table 14
Difference between Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Rating
First Year Compared to Third Year in Planning and Preparation Domain I
Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With Low Teacher-

With Low Teacher-

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 1

Year 3

Sources of
Data

Domain I
Planning
and
Preparation

M

SD

M

SD

T

p

d

16.71

2.67

18.71

2.55

5.57

<.05

1.0
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Table 15
Posttest and Posttest-Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire Ratings First Year Compared to Third Year Classroom Environment
Domain II
Participant

Posttest

Posttest-Posttest

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

13
15
15
14
16
20
15
15
11
15
15
15
11
10
12
15
17
15
16
15
11
14
15
14
15
19
15
15
14

15
19
15
15
20
20
16
15
15
15
16
17
11
15
15
15
17
16
17
15
15
15
15
16
15
20
15
19
15
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30
31

15
11

18
10

Table 16
Difference between Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
First Year Compared to Third Year Classroom Environment Domain II
Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With Low Teacher-

With Low Teacher-

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 1

Year 3

Sources of
Data

Domain II
Classroom
Environment

M

SD

M

SD

T

p

d

14.42

2.23

15.87

2.23

4.78

<.05

0.86
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Table 17
Posttest and Posttest-Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire Ratings First Year Compared to Third Year Instruction Domain III
Participant

Posttest

Posttest-Posttest

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

14
18
15
11
16
19
16
16
11
15
15
13
15
10
10
14
16
15
15
15
13
14
15
15
15
15
15
15
12
15

15
19
15
15
20
20
16
15
15
15
17
16
15
15
14
15
16
16
15
15
15
15
15
16
15
19
15
19
13
18
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31

10

10

104

Table 18
Difference between Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
First Year Compared to Third Year Instruction Domain III
Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With Low Teacher-

With Low Teacher-

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 1

Year 3

Sources of
Data

Domain III
Instruction

M

SD

M

SD

T

p

d

14.29

2.16

15.77

2.06

4.78

<.05

0.87
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Table 19
Posttest and Posttest-Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire Ratings First Year Compared to Third Year Professional Responsibilities
Domain IV
Participant

Posttest

Posttest-Posttest

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

10
15
15
15
17
20
15
16
11
15
17
15
15
11
10
15
15
15
15
16
12
14
15
14
15
15
15
15
10

16
19
15
15
20
20
15
16
15
16
16
16
15
15
15
16
15
15
18
15
15
15
15
16
16
19
15
20
12
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30
31

15
12

18
15
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Table 20
Difference between Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
First Year Compared to Third Year Professional Responsibilities Domain IV
Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With Low Teacher-

With Low Teacher-

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 1

Year 3

Sources of Data

Domain IV
Professional
Responsibilities

M

SD

M

SD

T

p

d

14.35

2.23

16.10

1.87

4.93

<.05

0.89
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Table 21
Posttest and Posttest-Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire Ratings First Year Compared to Third Year Overall Appraisal Scores
Participant

Posttest

Posttest-Posttest

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

51
71
63
58
69
82
80
62
61
63
65
59
58
45
43
60
66
63
64
64
50
58
62
58
62
64
63
63
49
63

64
81
63
63
84
84
83
61
76
64
69
66
59
63
61
63
66
67
70
63
68
63
63
66
64
77
63
78
56
76
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31

44

47
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Table 22
Difference between Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
First Year Compared to Third Year Overall Appraisal Scores
Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With Low Teacher

With Low Teacher

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 1

Year 3

Sources of
Data

Overall
Appraisal
scores

M

SD

M

SD

T

P

d

60.74

8.82

67.45

8.63

5.96

<.05

1.07
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Table 23
Difference of Teacher New Hires with Low Teacher Insight Questionnaire Ratings First
Year Compared to Third Year Completed Graduate Coursework Frequencies

Observed Frequencies
Year 1

Year 3

N (%)

N (%)

BS

20 (64%)

6 (19%)

BS+

3 (10%)

16 (52%)

MA

5 (16%)

6 (19%)

MA+

3 (10%)

3 (10%)

Total

31 (100%)

31 (100%)

Education Level

a

χ2

16.52a**

Observed versus expected cell frequencies used for calculations with df = 3 and a tabled
value = 7.81 required to obtain an alpha level of .05, the threshold for statistical
significance for this research question.
** p < .001
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Table 24
Difference of Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
First Year Compared to Third Year Retention Status Frequencies
Observed Frequencies
Year 1

Year 3

N (%)

N (%)

Active

35 (97%)

31 (86%)

Termed

1 (3%)

5 (14%)

36 (100%)

36 (100%)

Retention Status

Total
a

χ2

1.12a†

Observed versus expected cell frequencies used for calculations with df = 1 and a
tabled value = 3.84 required to obtain an alpha level of .05, the threshold for
statistical significance for this research question.
†

ns
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Table 25
Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
Compared to Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings Ending
First Year in Planning and Preparation Domain I
Participant

Posttest

Participant

Posttest

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

18
15
18
11
24
18
22
18
13
19

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

14
23
18
18
20
18
23
17
16
14
18
18
16
17
14
14
14
15
12
16
18
18
18
18
14
16
17
15
15
17
15
18
18
13
18
11
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Table 26
Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
Posttest Ending First Year Compared to Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire Ratings Posttest-Posttest Ending First Year Planning and Preparation
Domain I

Sources of
Data

Domain I
Planning and
Preparation

*ns

Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With High Teacher-

With Low Teacher-

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 1

Year 1

M

SD

M

SD

t*

p

d

17.60

3.86

16.50

2.59

1.06

.29

0.38
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Table 27
Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
Compared to Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings Ending
First Year Classroom Environment Domain II
Participant

Posttest

Participant

Posttest

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

15
15
15
11
20
15
19
16
12
17

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

13
15
15
14
16
20
20
15
15
11
15
15
15
11
11
11
10
14
11
15
17
15
16
15
11
14
15
15
14
15
19
15
15
14
15

116
36

11
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Table 28
Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
Compared to Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings Ending
First Year Classroom Environment Domain II

Sources of
Data

Domain II
Classroom
Environment

*ns

Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With High Teacher-

With Low Teacher-

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 1

Year 1

M

15.50

SD

M

SD

t*

p

d

2.76

14.39

2.42

1.25

.22

0.45
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Table 29
Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
Compared to Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings Ending
First Year Instruction Domain III
Participant

Posttest

Participant

Posttest

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

15
15
15
10
20
15
18
15
10
16

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

14
18
15
11
16
15
19
16
16
11
15
15
13
15
11
10
10
14
10
14
16
15
15
15
13
14
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
12
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35
36

15
10

Table 30
Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
Compared to Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings Ending
First Year Instruction Domain III
Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With High Teacher-

With Low Teacher-

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 1

Year 1

Sources of
Data

M

SD

M

SD

t*

p

Domain III
Instruction

14.90

3.07

14.11

2.20

0.92

.36

*ns

d

0.33
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Table 31
Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
Compared to Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings Ending
First Year Classroom Environment Domain IV
Participant

Posttest

Participant

Posttest

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

15
15
15
12
14
15
18
15
13
19

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

10
15
15
15
17
15
20
15
16
11
15
17
15
15
12
12
11
15
10
15
15
15
15
16
12
14
15
15
14
15
15
15
15
10
15
12
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Table 32
Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
Compared to Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings Ending
First Year Classroom Environment Domain IV

Sources of Data

Domain IV
Professional
Responsibilities

*ns

Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With High Teacher-

With Low Teacher-

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 1

Year 1

M

SD

M

SD

t*

p

15.10

2.08

14.28

2.15

1.08

.29

d

0.39

122

Table 33
Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
Compared to Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings Ending
First Year Overall Appraisal Scores
Participant
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Posttest
63
60
63
44
78
53
77
64
48
71

Participant
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

Posttest
51
71
63
58
69
68
82
63
63
47
63
65
59
58
48
47
45
58
43
60
66
63
64
64
50
58
62
60
58
62
64
63
63
49
63
44
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Table 34
Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
Compared to Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings Ending
First Year Overall Appraisal Scores
Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With High Teacher-

With Low Teacher-

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 1

Year 1

Sources of
Data

M

SD

M

SD

t*

P

d

Overall
Appraisal
Scores

62.10

11.42

59.28

8.44

0.86

.39

0.31

*ns
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Table 35
Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
Compared to Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings Ending
First Year Completed Graduate Coursework Frequencies
Observed Frequencies
High

Low

N (%)

N (%)

BS

7 (50%)

25 (81%)

BS+

4 (29%)

3 (1%)

MA

3 (21%)

5 (17%)

MA+

0 (0%)

3 (1%)

Total

14 (100%)

36 (100%)

Education Level

a

χ2

5.07a†

Observed versus expected cell frequencies used for calculations with df = 3 and a tabled
value = 7.81 required to obtain an alpha level of .05, the threshold for statistical
significance for this research question.
†

ns
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Table 36
Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
Compared to Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings Ending
First Year Retention Status Frequencies
Observed Frequencies
High

Low

N (%)

N (%)

Active

12 (87%)

31 (86%)

Termed

2 (13%)

5 (14%)

14 (100%)

36 (100%)

Retention Status

Total
a

χ2

0.02a†

Observed versus expected cell frequencies used for calculations with df = 1 and a
tabled value = 3.84 required to obtain an alpha level of .05, the threshold for
statistical significance for this research question.
†

ns
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Table 37

Participant

Posttest

Participant

Posttest

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

18
18
14
12
24
18
19
18
18
22

1
2
3
4
5
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
18
19
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

18
24
18
18
24
24
16
17
18
18
18
18
14
14
18
17
17
20
20
18
23
18
18
15
15
18
19
18
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Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings,
Compared to New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings after 3-Years of
Single District Teacher Employment for Planning and Preparation Domain I
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Table 38
Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings,
Compared to New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings after 3-Years of
Single District Teacher Employment for Planning and Preparation Domain I

Sources of
Data

Domain I
Planning and
Preparation

*ns

Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With High Teacher-

With Low Teacher-

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 3

Year 3

M

SD

M

SD

t*

p

18.10

3.41

18.22

2.72

0.12

.89

d

0.04
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Table 39

Participant

Posttest

Participant

Posttest

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

15
16
18
10
20
15
19
15
15
20

1
2
3
4
5
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
18
19
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

18
19
15
15
20
20
20
16
15
15
15
16
17
11
11
11
15
14
15
15
17
16
17
15
15
15
15
15
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Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings,
Compared to New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings after 3-Years of
Single District Teacher Employment for Classroom Environment Domain II
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Table 40
Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings,
Compared to New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings after 3-Years of
Single District Teacher Employment for Classroom Environment Domain II

Sources of
Data

Domain II
Classroom
Environment

*ns

Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With High Teacher-

With Low Teacher-

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 3

Year 3

M

SD

M

SD

t*

p

d

16.40

3.03

15.64

2.49

0.82

.42

0.29
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Table 41
Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings,
Compared to New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings after 3-Years of
Single District Teacher Employment for Instruction Domain III

Participant

Posttest

Participant

Posttest

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

15
14
13
10
20
15
19
15
15
15

1
2
3
4
5
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
18
19
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

15
19
15
15
20
15
20
16
15
15
15
15
11
10
15
14
14
15
16
16
15
15
15
15
15
15
13
18
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Table 42
Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings,
Compared to New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings after 3-Years of
Single District Teacher Employment for Instruction Domain III

Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With High Teacher-

With Low Teacher-

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 3

Year 3

Sources of
Data

M

SD

M

SD

t*

p

Domain III
Instruction

15.30

2.83

15.39

2.28

0.10

.92

*ns

d

0.04
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Table 43
Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings,
Compared to New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings after 3-Years of
Single District Teacher Employment for Professional Responsibilities Domain IV

Participant

Posttest

Participant

Posttest

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

16
16
18
15
15
15
18
15
15
19

1
2
3
4
5
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
18
19
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

16
19
15
15
20
15
20
15
16
15
16
15
16
15
12
12
15
15
15
16
15
18
15
15
15
15
15
16
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Table 44
Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings,
Compared to New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings After 3-years of
Single District Teacher Employment for Professional Responsibilities Domain IV

Sources of Data

Domain IV
Professional
Responsibilities

*ns

Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With High Teacher-

With Low Teacher-

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 3

Year 3

M

SD

M

SD

t*

p

d

16.20

1.55

15.78

1.99

0.62

.54

0.22
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Table 45
Posttest Scores of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings,
Compared to New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings after 3-Years of
Single District Teacher Employment for Overall Appraisal Scores

Participant

Posttest

Participant

Posttest

1

65

1

64

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

64
63
47
79
53
57
63
49
70

2
3
4
5
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
18
19
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

81
63
63
84
68
84
83
61
76
64
59
48
37
63
58
61
63
66
67
70
63
68
63
63
63
60
66
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Table 46
Difference between Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings,
Compared to New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings After 3-years of
Single District Teacher Employment for Overall Appraisal scores
Teacher New Hires

Teacher New Hires

With High Teacher-

With Low Teacher-

Insight Ratings

Insight Ratings

Year 3

Year 3

Sources of
Data

M

SD

M

SD

t*

p

d

Overall
Appraisal
Scores

61.90

11.02

65.61

10.99

1.01

.32

0.36

*ns
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Table 47

Difference of Teacher New Hires with High Teacher Insight Questionnaire Ratings
Compared to Teacher New Hires with Low Teacher Insight Questionnaire Ratings
Observed Ending Third Year Completed Graduate Coursework Frequencies
Observed Frequencies
High TeacherInsight
Questionnaire
Ratings

Low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire
Ratings

N (%)

N (%)

BS

6 (50%)

6 (19%)

BS+

2 (29%)

16 (52%)

MA

2 (21%)

6 (19%)

MA+

0 (0%)

3 (10%)

Total

10 (100%)

31 (100%)

Education Level

a

χ2

5.66a†

Observed versus expected cell frequencies used for calculations with df = 3 and a
tabled value = 7.81 required to obtain an alpha level of .05, the threshold for
statistical significance for this research question.
†

ns
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Table 48
Difference of Teacher New Hires with High TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
Compared to Teacher New Hires with Low TeacherInsight Questionnaire Ratings
Third Year Retention Status Frequencies.
Observed Frequencies

a

†

New Hires with High
TeacherInsight
Questionnaire Ratings

New Hires with Low
TeacherInsight
Questionnaire Ratings

Retention Status

N (%)

N (%)

Active

10 (71%)

31 (88%)

Termed

4 (29%)

5 (11%)

Total

14 (100%)

36 (100%)

χ2

1.21a†

Observed versus expected cell frequencies used for calculations with df = 1 and a tabled
value = 3.84 required to obtain an alpha level of .05, the threshold for statistical
significance for this research question.

ns

Note: Approximately 88% of all new hires are still employed by the research school
district after 3 years
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to explore the accuracy of the TeacherInsight online
perceiver tool (Gallup University, 2007) in determining the effectiveness of high rated
and low rated math and science new hire teachers summative appraisal ratings, completed
graduate coursework, and retention status following one year and three years of single
school district employment.
This chapter presents the conclusion and discussion of the findings from this study,
the significance of findings, and recommendations for future research.
Conclusions
Research Question 1
Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight ratings, at the time
of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment lose, maintain, or
improve their posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (a)
Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b) Classroom Environment Domain II, (c)
Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and (e) Overall
Summative Appraisal rating scores?
Question 1 was analyzed using a dependent t test to examine the significance of the
difference between teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings
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posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year in all four
domains and the Overall Summative Appraisal rating scores.
Sub-question 1a. Did math and science teacher new hires with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the
district after three years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest
ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Planning and Preparation
Domain I scores? The posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending
third year Planning and Preparation Domain I scores were not statistically significant.
Math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings at the
time of employment who are still in the district after three years maintained their posttest
ending first year compared to their posttest-posttest ending third year in Planning and
Preparation Domain I scores.
The Planning and Preparation domain involves a strategic effort of designing and
organizing lessons of effective instruction (Danielson, 2008). New teacher induction
activities focus on this domain to assist new teachers in effective strategies to design and
implement curriculum and instruction. Teachers with a high TeacherInsight rating
maintained their performance rating in Planning and Preparation Domain I. With
experience, teachers develop a solid understanding of designing instruction to meet the
needs of all learners (Danielson, 2008).
Sub-question 1b. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after three
years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year
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compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Classroom Environment Domain II
scores?
The posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year
Classroom Environment Domain II scores were statistically significant. Math and
science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings at the time of
employment who are still in the district after three years improved their posttest ending
first year compared to their posttest-posttest ending third year in Classroom Environment
Domain II scores.
An effective teacher creates an overall environment that is conducive to learning
through successful classroom management skills, consistency, and genuine
responsiveness to student learning in the classroom (Stronge, 2007). Teachers with a
high TeacherInsight rating improved their performance rating for a positive classroom
environment during the three years of employment. The most important organizational
skills of an effective teacher is the ability to prevent negative behavior in the classroom
(Stronge, 2007).
Sub-question 1c. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after three
years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year?
The posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year
Instruction Domain III scores were not statistically significant. Math and science teacher
new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings at the time of employment who
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are still in the district after three years maintained their posttest ending first year
compared to their posttest-posttest ending third year in Instruction Domain III scores.
Charlotte Danielson refers to Domain III as the “heart” of teacher performance
(Danielson, 2008). It is in this Domain, that teachers engage students in life-long
learning and create meaningful connections to their lives. Teacher new hires with a high
TeacherInsight rating maintained their performance skills through quality communication
skills along with effective teaching strategies to drive instruction in the classroom.
Instructional strategies are a priority in new teacher training programs. The quality of
student engagement is the result of well-planned lessons tied to well-designed
instructional strategies that promote high student engagement.
Sub-question 1d. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after three
years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year
compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Professional Responsibilities Domain IV
scores?
The posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year
Professional Responsibilities Domain IV scores were statistically significant. Math and
science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings at the time of
employment who were still in the district after three years improved their posttest ending
first year compared to their posttest-posttest ending third year in Professional
Responsibilities Domain IV scores.
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Domain IV, Professional Responsibilties, allow teachers to demonstrate their
commitment to their profession (Danielson, 2008). Teacher new hires with a high
TeacherInsight rating, had demonstrated growth in this area that pertains to their vested
interest in education which extends beyond the classroom and into the community. As a
reflective practitioner, teachers show improvement in their skills and standards of
professionalism in the educational realm. Educators engage in professional responsibility
to be a part of the school community to make an impact on the profession by serving on
district committees or school programs (Danielson, 2008).
Sub-question 1e. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after three
years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year
compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Overall Summative Appraisal scores?
The posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Overall
Summative Rating scores were not statistically significant. Math and science teacher
new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings at the time of employment who
are still in the district after three years maintained their posttest ending first year
compared to their posttest-posttest ending third year in Overall Summative Appraisal
scores.
The Framework for Effective Teaching identifies key criteria of effective teacher
performance that promotes student learning (Danielson, 2008). All four domains pertain
to a common thread to the comprehensive framework that defines teacher effectiveness.
Teachers with a high TeacherInsight rating showed consistency in Planning and
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Preparation, Domain I, and Instruction, Domain III. Domain I and III have a connection
to a teacher’s knowledge of content and pedagogy, and the strategies the teacher executes
in a lesson. The components in both Domain I, Planning and Preparation, and Domain
III, Instruction, coincide with a teacher’s ability to deliver quality instruction in an
engaging lesson for all learners in the classroom. Teachers with a consistent rating in
both domains show a clear understanding of quality instruction and expertise in subject
matter. The ability to integrate learning or skills to all levels of learners is a key
characteristic of an effective teacher (Stronge, 2007).
In the Classroom Environment, Domain II and Professional Responsibilities, Domain
IV, teachers with a high TeacherInsight rating demonstrated growth from their first year
to third year of teaching. The results suggest a consistent pattern in teacher performance
in classroom management skills and contribution of professional standards to the school
and district. Induction activities focus specifically on classroom management strategies.
All teachers receive professional development on research-based best practices that
pertain to becoming an effective classroom manager, and the relationship qualities that
promote student success. James Stronge (2007) cites the complexity of an effective
teacher and the various qualities that a teacher needs to possess in order to be effective.
An effective teacher is continuously reflecting on practice and elements of performance;
not only working harder, but thinking critically to improve teaching techniques.
Research Question 2
Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment
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maintain or improve their posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending
third year completed graduate coursework?
Chi-square test of significance compared observed verses expected posttest ending
first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year completed graduate coursework
frequencies indicated no significance in continuing education as it pertained to teachers
with a high TeacherInsight rating. Although these teachers did not show significant
advancement in their level of education, they did show significant growth in their
professional responsibilities as it pertained to their job performance.
Research Question 3
Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment
maintain or improve their posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending
third year retention status?
Chi-square test of significance compared observed verses expected posttest ending
first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year completed retention status
frequencies were not significant. Teachers with a high TeacherInsight rating maintained
an 87% retention rate after the first year and an 80% retention after their third year in the
research school district. Compared to the national average where approximately 33% of
teachers leave the profession after three years (The National Commission on Teaching
and America’s Future, 2003), teachers in this research study with a high TeacherInsight
rating, maintained a higher retention rate in the research school district.
Research Question 4
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Did math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight ratings, at the time of
employment, after three years of single district teacher employment lose, maintain, or
improve their posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year (a)
Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b) Classroom Environment Domain II, (c)
Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and (e) Overall
Summative Appraisal rating scores?
Overall, the posttest-posttest results ending third year in all four domains and overall
Summative Appraisal ratings statistically significantly improved after three years of
employment. Teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight ratings, at the time of
employment, after three years of single district teacher employment improved their
posttest ending first year and their posttest-posttest ending third year in all four domains
and the Overall Summative Appraisal rating scores.
Question 4 was conducted using a dependent t test to examine the significance of the
difference between teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings
posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year in all four
domains and the Overall Summative Appraisal rating scores.
Sub-question 4a. Did math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the
district after three years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest
ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Planning and Preparation
Domain I scores?
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The posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Planning
and Preparation Domain I scores were statistically significant. Math and science teacher
new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings at the time of employment who
are still in the district after three years improved their posttest ending first year compared
to their posttest-posttest ending third year in Planning and Preparation Domain I scores.
Teacher support and mentoring that occur in a well-designed induction program
provide an extension from a teacher preparation program (Bartell, 2004). Teacher new
hires with a low TeacherInsight rating demonstrated significant gains in their content
knowledge and organization of content delivery. As teachers broaden their expertise in
planning and designing lessons, they grow in the mastery of curriculum content and best
practice (Danielson, 2008).
Sub-question 4b. Did math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after 3 years
of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year
compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Classroom Environment Domain II
scores?
The posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year
Classroom Environment Domain II scores were statistically significant. Math and
science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings at the time of
employment who are still in the district after three years strongly improve their posttest
ending first year compared to their posttest-posttest ending third year in Classroom
Environment Domain II scores.
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Classroom environment is one of the most notable skills for a novice teacher to obtain
during the first year of teaching (Danielson, 2008). Teacher new hires with a low
TeacherInsight rating showed significant growth in strategies such as classroom
management, engaging students in learning, and establishing a positive culture in the
classroom. The effectiveness of a class environment is the result of how well a teacher
manages the classroom (Wong & Wong, 2001).
Sub-question 4c. Did math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after three
years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year
compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Instruction Domain III scores?
The posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year
Instruction Domain III scores were statistically significant. Math and science teacher
new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings at the time of employment who
are still in the district after three years significantly improved their posttest ending first
year compared to their posttest-posttest ending third year in Instruction Domain III
scores.
Instruction, Domain III, pertains to engaging students in learning. Student
engagement ensures learning (Danielson, 2008). As the teachers with low TeacherInsight
ratings made significant gains in Planning and Preparation, Domain I, and Classroom
Environment, Domain II, their effort has influenced performance in the Instruction
Domain III. As Domain I and II set the stage for effective teaching, Domain III is the
core of teacher success.
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Sub-question 4d. Did math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after three
years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year
compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Professional Responsibilities Domain IV
scores?
The posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year
Professional Responsibilities Domain IV scores were statistically significant. Math and
science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings at the time of
hire who are still in the district after three years significantly improved their posttest
ending first year compared to their posttest-posttest ending third year in Professional
Responsibilities Domain IV scores.
Teachers continue to learn, develop, and perfect their teaching throughout their careers
as they interact with students and their colleagues (Darling-Hammond & Youngs, 2002).
The results show statistical significance of the teachers with a low TeacherInsight rating
to improve in Domain IV, Professional Responsibilities. This may be attributed to the
significant growth in all domains in the Framework for Effective Teaching and the desire
to practice proven practices as shown through new teacher induction activities and
professional development.
Sub-question 4e. Did math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, who are still in the district after three
years of teacher employment lose, maintain, or improve their posttest ending first year
compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Overall Summative Appraisal scores?
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The posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Overall
Summative Rating scores were statistically significant in all domains. Math and science
teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings at the time of
employment that are still in the district after three years improved their posttest ending
first year compared to their posttest-posttest ending third year in Overall Summative
Appraisal scores.
Teachers are vital role models to students not because of what they know, but, more
importantly, because of what they are learning (Fried, 1995). Teachers with the low
TeacherInsight ratings demonstrated significant growth in the framework that identifies
the qualities of highly effective teachers. The teachers demonstrated a substantial
difference in performance in all four domains from the Framework for Effective
Teaching. The growth of these novice teachers may indicate the impact from mentoring
and induction programs that supported improvement in all four domains.
The research by Hay McBer (2000) identified three key characteristics of effective
teachers. The key skills included: skills of the teacher, the classroom climate and
professional characteristics of the teacher. The study examined effective teacher
practices as it pertained to planning lessons, relating to others, conceptual and analytical
thinking patterns and professional behavior in the workplace. The research reflects the
combination of teacher attributes and how it drives instruction and student engagement in
the classroom. The characteristics identifies in the research study are common to the
domains created in the Framework for Effective Teaching.
Research Question 5
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Did math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment
maintain or improve their posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending
third year completed graduate coursework?
Utilizing a chi-square test of significance to compare observed verses expected
posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year completed
graduate coursework frequencies, teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight ratings were
statistically significant in completed graduate coursework.
Teachers with a low TeacherInsight rating improved in Domain IV, Professional
Responsibilities, along with an increase in completed graduate coursework. Together, the
teachers may have incorporated graduate coursework to improve their craft as becoming
an effective teacher and to grow professionally. Critical reflection encourages teachers to
assess the effectiveness of their work and take steps to improve it (Danielson, 2008).
Research Question 6
Did math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment
maintain or improve their posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending
third year retention status?
Utilizing a chi-square test of significance to compare observed verses expected
posttest ending first year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year completed
retention status frequencies, the retention status results of teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight ratings were not statistically significant. The retention rate of the
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teachers was 97% for the first year and 91% for the third year. The retention rate was
higher than the national average which indicates that one-third of new teachers leave the
profession after three years of teaching experience (The National Commission on
Teaching and America’s Future, 2003).

Research Question 7
Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher employment
compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher employment
have congruent or different posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending first
year (a) Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b) Classroom Environment Domain II, (c)
Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional Responsibilities Domain IV, and (e) Overall
Summative Appraisal rating scores?
Sub-question 7a. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher
employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher
employment have congruent or different posttest ending first year compared to posttest
ending first year Planning and Preparation Domain I?
The posttest ending first year results had congruent posttest ratings in Domain I.
There was no statistical difference after one year of single district teacher employment
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between math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings and math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings.
Sub-question 7b. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher
employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher
employment have congruent or different posttest ending first year compared to posttest
ending first year Classroom Environment Domain II?
The posttest ending first year results had congruent posttest ratings in Domain II.
There was no statistical difference after one year of single district teacher employment
between math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings and math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings.
Sub-question 7c. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher
employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher
employment have congruent or different posttest ending first year compared to posttest
ending first year Classroom Environment Domain III?
The posttest ending first year results had congruent posttest ratings in Domain III.
There was no statistical difference after one year of single district teacher employment
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between math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings and math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings.
Sub-question 7d. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after 1 year of single district teacher
employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher
employment have congruent or different posttest ending first year compared to posttest
ending first year Professional Responsibilities Domain IV?
The posttest ending first year results had congruent posttest ratings in Domain IV.
There was no statistical difference after one year of single district teacher employment
between math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings and math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings.
Sub-question 7e. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher
employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher
employment have congruent or different posttest ending first year compared to posttest
ending first year Overall Summative Appraisal ratings?
The posttest ending first year results had congruent posttest ratings in the Overall
Summative Appraisal ratings. There was no statistical difference after one year of single
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district teacher employment between math and science teacher new hires with high
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings and math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings.
The conclusions from the posttest results which included all four domain ratings can
be drawn that all math and science teacher new hires participated in the same districtwide induction and mentoring program during their first year of employment. Mandatory
monthly New Teacher Meetings and professional development activities were assigned to
support all new teachers in math and science as it pertained to instructional strategies and
classroom management. Given that all teachers received the same training and support,
the teachers in the research school district performed consistently during their first year
of employment. The complexity of teaching develops over time, and it is important to
consider that all well-prepared novice teachers continue to learn to become effective
practitioners (Bartell, 2004). Furthermore, it is the expectation from the research school
district, that all beginning teachers demonstrate performance at a minimum, a basic
performance level. It is expected that new teachers will show dramatic growth in all
areas of proficiency by the third to fifth year of teaching experience. Given that the
research school district allows beginning teachers to perform at an average level of
performance at the beginning stage of employment, the data may indicate that all new
teachers begin at an acceptable level, and then continue to grow at a higher level of
performance after the first year of employment.
Research Question 8
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Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher employment
compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher employment
have congruent or different posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending first
year completed graduate coursework?
Question 8 utilized a chi-square test of significance to compare observed verses
expected posttest ending third year compared to posttest ending first year completed
graduate coursework frequencies. For their first year of employment, there was no
difference between the teacher groups of pursuing additional education coursework.
During the first year of employment, all teacher new hires participated in twenty-eight
hours of new teacher professional development meetings centered around planning and
preparation techniques, instructional strategies, and effective classroom management
strategies. The additional hours of teacher support may have influenced the decisions of
new teachers to attend graduate classes in addition to the extra time spent for district
mandated staff development.
Research Question 9
Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher employment
compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after one year of single district teacher employment
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have congruent or different posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending first
year retention status?
Question 9 utilized a chi-square test of significance to compare observed verses
expected posttest ending first year compared to posttest ending first year retention status
frequencies. All teacher new hires maintained a high retention rate after their first year of
employment in the research school district. In comparison, teachers with a low
TeacherInsight rating showed a higher retention rate of 97% in their first year compared
to teachers with a high TeacherInsight rating that had an 87% retention rate after their
first year of employment in the research school district. The rates in both teacher groups
are higher than the national average of approximately 25% of teachers who leave
teaching in the first year. Teacher mentoring and induction programs may influence the
rate of which teachers choose to stay in the research school district.
In 2003, the research from the National Commission on Teaching and America’s
Future (NCTAF) highlights the impact of teacher induction programs in relation to the
teacher retention rate. Well-designed induction programs have proven their value in
reducing attrition rates among new teachers. Over a five year period, for example,
California’s Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment Program (BTSA) successfully
reduced teacher attrition rates, among its participants by two-third by utilizing local
school districts, county offices of education, and colleges and universities to collaborate
in new teacher induction programs. These programs reported collective retention rates of
96 percent for first-year teachers; over five years, the program reduced the attrition rate to
just 9 percent in contrast to 37 percent for new teachers who did not participate in such
programs (NCTAF, 2003).
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Research Question 10
Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment
compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment
have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending third year compared to posttestposttest ending third year (a) Planning and Preparation Domain I, (b) Classroom
Environment Domain II, (c) Instruction Domain III, (d) Professional Responsibilities
Domain IV, and (e) Overall Summative Appraisal rating scores?
Question 10 was analyzed utilizing an independent t test to examine the significance
of the difference between teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings posttest-posttest ending third year compared to teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings posttest-posttest ending third year in all four
domains including the Overall Summative Appraisal rating scores.
Sub-question 10a. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending
third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Planning and Preparation
Domain I?
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The posttest-posttest ending third year results for the math and science teacher new
hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings and low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings were not statistically significant.
Sub-question 10b. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending
third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Classroom Environment
Domain II? The posttest-posttest ending third year results for the math and science
teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings and low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings were not statistically significant.
Sub-question 10c. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending
third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Instruction Domain III?
The posttest-posttest ending third year results for the math and science teacher new
hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings and low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings were not statistically significant.
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Sub-question 10d. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending
third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Professional Responsibilities
Domain IV?
The posttest-posttest ending third year results for the math and science teacher new
hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings and low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings were not statistically significant.
Sub-question 10e. Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district
teacher employment compared to math and science teacher new hires with low
TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of
single district teacher employment have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending
third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year Overall Summative Appraisal
rating scores?
The posttest-posttest ending third year results were congruent for the math and science
teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings and low TeacherInsight
Questionnaire ratings for Overall Summative Appraisal scores. Results were not
statistically significant.
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The conclusion can be drawn that teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight ratings
demonstrated a significant difference in performance ratings for all appraisal domains
after three years of employment. Given the teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight
ratings showed a significant difference in appraisal ratings in all four performance
domains, yet the data showed not statistical significance between teacher new hires with a
high and low TeacherInsight rating, marks the growth of teacher new hires with a low
TeacherInsight rating at year three.
As they made significant growth in all areas, the appraisal rating scores were
comparable to teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight ratings by the third year. This
may be attributed to the growth teachers with a low TeacherInsight rating performed
from year one to year three. For teachers, high-quality professional development
activities are necessary tools for improving teacher effectiveness. It is not an end
product, but rather an on-going process to improve effective practice (Stronge, 2007).
Overall, the data can depict that teachers with a low TeacherInsight rating have the same
performance level of Planning and Preparation (Domain I), Classroom Environment
(Domain II), Instruction (Domain III), and Professional Responsibilities (Domain IV), as
compared to teachers with a high TeacherInsight rating.
Research Question 11
Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment
compared to math and science teacher three years of single district teacher employment

163

have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending third year compared to posttestposttest ending third year completed graduate coursework?
The posttest-posttest ending third year results were not statistically significant.
Teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings and teacher new hires
with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, maintained
their completed graduate coursework status. The teacher new hires with high
TeacherInsight ratings and teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight ratings were
congruent in completed graduate coursework. Overall results were not statistically
significant.
Inferential analysis utilized a chi-square test of significance to compare observed
verses expected posttest-posttest ending third year compared to posttest-posttest ending
third year completed graduate coursework frequencies. In the graduate coursework
levels, teachers with a low TeacherInsight rating had greater frequencies in the Master
level and Master+30 level of education as compared to teachers with a high
Teacherinsight rating. Teachers who are passionate about their subject will want to be
proficient in their subject matter, and find new ways to teach (Fried, 1995).
Research Question 12
Did math and science teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment
compared to math and science teacher new hires with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire
ratings, at the time of employment, after three years of single district teacher employment
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have congruent or different posttest-posttest ending third year compared to posttestposttest ending third year retention status?
The posttest-posttest ending third year results were not statistically significant.
Teacher new hires with high TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings and teacher new hires
with low TeacherInsight Questionnaire ratings, at the time of employment, maintained
their retention status.
Utilizing a chi-square test of significance to compare observed verses expected
posttest-posttest ending third year compared to posttest-posttest ending third year
retention status frequencies, both groups of teachers maintained a high retention rate after
the third year of employment. Overall, the research school district has maintained an
87% retention rate which is a higher average for urban school districts.
Discussion
The purpose of this study was to explore the accuracy toward the quality of math and
science teachers using the TeacherInsight online perceiver tool designed by Gallup
University (2007) that identifies effective traits of a teacher. Using the TeacherInsight
tool to recognize qualities of an effective teacher, the study compared other factors that
contribute to teacher effectiveness as it pertains to the teacher retention rate, summative
appraisal rating scores, and completed graduate coursework. Overall, the study results
showed significance in the growth of teachers with a low TeacherInsight rating after three
years of employment. There was no significant difference for teachers with a high
TeacherInsight rating in the performance domains of Planning and Preparation, and
Instruction. However, teachers with a high TeacherInsight rating made significant
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growth in the Domain II, Classroom Environment, and Domain IV, Professional
Responsibilities. Only teachers with a low TeacherInsight rating made a statistical
difference in their participation of graduate coursework after three years with the district.
Both groups of teachers maintained a consistent rate of retention in math and science
which was higher than the research school district’s overall average. There was no
statistical difference between teachers with a high or a low TeacherInsight rating when
compared to performance ratings after the first and third year of teaching.

Implications for teachers.
To consider the power teachers have to influence student achievement and success in
school, it is important to identify traits that make a teacher effective in the classroom
(Stronge, 2007). The Framework for Effective Teaching, includes research-based criteria
as a measurement tool to evaluate teacher performance. The Framework for Effective
Teaching is a roadmap for teachers to gauge consistent behaviors or practices that
promote student engagement and achievement. It is through the Framework for Effective
Teaching that teachers can identify effective qualities as well as areas to improve
professionally.
The TeacherInsight System is a recruitment tool designed to identify teachers who
possess high talent in various teaching skills. The research indicated no significant gains
in overall performance for teachers with a high TeacherInsight score in the first and third
year of district employment. Although teachers with a low TeacherInsight score did not
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show significant progress in the first year of employment, these teachers made significant
growth in performance by their third year of experience in the research school district.
Teachers with a high TeacherInsight rating and a low TeacherInsight rating showed
comparable performance scores by the third year of employment.
The professional development activities are crucial for the growth and success of
teachers in the research district. Novice teachers begin at varying stages in their
professional career. Induction and mentoring programs provide extensive support to help
teachers gain proficiency in performance levels and overall success in the classroom.
Educators who continuously stay focused on developing their career as a professional
educator will enhance their career as well as make a greater impact on their effectiveness
as a teacher (Wong & Wong, 2001). Professional development plays a crucial role in the
success of teacher performance. The research group who scored low on the Gallup
perceiver tool, showed gains in their performance in a three year period. Retention
efforts are crucial during the first three years of teacher employment. Our inability to
support high-quality teaching in many schools is driven not by too few teachers entering
the profession, but by too many leaving, that is, by an astounding teacher turnover and
attrition rate (NCTAF, 2003). Data from the National Center for Education Statistics for
the 1999-2000 school year, estimated that nearly one-third of America’s teachers resign
during their first three years of teaching, and almost one-half of new teachers leave after
five years. The research depicted an above average retention rate for math and science
teachers. The research also showed that as the teachers continued in their position, they
showed growth in their performance in the first three years (NCTAF, 2003).
Implications for the school district.
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To recruit and retain the strongest teacher applicants, the Omaha Public Schools
invested in the TeacherInsight System by Gallup University. As a progressive
recruitment strategy, the Human Resource department incorporated this web-based
recruiting tool to identify candidates whose characteristics centered on common themes
of effective teaching. Early in the recruitment season, the tool is intended to screen for
teaching candidates who demonstrate strong potential to teach in an urban school setting.
This study included two groups of math and science teachers who rated high or low on
the TeacherInsight Questionnaire. The TeacherInsight tool indicates that teachers who
rated high on the perceiver tool had a greater potential to possess effective teaching
qualities and the potential to be more successful teaching in an urban setting. This
research study indicated that both groups of math and science teachers received
congruent appraisal performance ratings by the third year of teaching based on Charlotte
Danielson’s Framework for Effective Teaching. In comparison to the TeacherInsight
perceiver tool, the Framework for Effective Teaching includes fifty-seven specific,
research-based criteria to measure teacher performance. The ability to measure teacher
effectiveness will support the achievement of schools and students (Danielson, 2008).
Implications to policy.
This research contributes to supporting the growth and development of teachers which
can impact the retention rate and quality of teachers in the classroom. State and federal
mandates must continue to recognize that teachers have the greatest impact in the
classroom. Policy reform needs to place teachers at the center of support for professional
growth. Advocating for teacher support will be supporting the classroom and students’
needs for school achievement. Smith and Ingersoll (2004) completed a study comparing
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the rate of teacher turnover in correlation to established mentoring and staff development
support to new teachers. They indicated an increase of teacher retention when induction
activities such as mentoring, collaboration with colleagues, networking with other
teachers, and reduced teaching load were used. The study also noted a decreased trend of
teachers transferring to other positions when professional support was effectively
implemented in the school.
Implications for future research.
Although teacher effectiveness is difficult to measure, it remains at the forefront of
national teacher reform. Many characteristics attribute to teacher quality. Harry Wong
(2001) cites that an effective teacher has (1) positive expectations for students, (2) has
good classroom management, and (3) knows how to design lessons for student success.
Shellard and Protheroe (2000) studied specific teacher behaviors that were related to
highly engaged classrooms and students. Four case studies revealed key behaviors of the
teachers which included strong organizational and planning skills, instructional strategies
implemented by sound professional development training, differentiated instruction, and
strong interpersonal, interactive skills by the teacher. As many studies depict key
characteristics of an effective teacher, it is important to incorporate further studies that
impact the success and achievement of students in the classroom. As Sanders & Horn
(1998) site in their research, classroom teachers, by a margin of 43%, have the greatest
impact for student achievement. Studies need to continue to focus at identifying teachers
who have a direct impact on student success. As perceiver tools allow school districts to
identify highly talented teacher candidates, it is through district support and professional
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development where the teachers can truly master their skills of effectiveness in the
classroom.
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